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ABSTRACT
Alzahrani, Fahad Ali. Ph.D. The University of Memphis. August 2018. Pragmatic
Developmental Pathways by Saudi Learners of English During Study Abroad. Major
Professor: Teresa Dalle, Ph.D.
Recently, it has become increasingly popular among Saudi students to study
abroad. There are, for example, currently 58,726 Saudi students studying at the
university level in the United States. During their study abroad (SA) journey, when
they wish to say something to someone, they need to determine the situationallyappropriate utterances: What can be said, to whom, where, when, and how. From the
interlanguage pragmatic (ILP) perspective, the SA context is assumed to provide
more opportunities to communicate with native speakers, and these opportunities are
believed to lead to pragmatic gains (Kinginger, 2008, 2009).
Guided by five research questions, this study investigated the development of
pragmatic competence among Saudi second language (L2) learners of English during
their SA experiences in the United States. The main areas of investigation in this
study are: 1) assessing three aspects of pragmatic competence ––pragmatic
appropriateness judgment “perception”, production, and comprehension with a focus
on the speech acts of request, refusal and apology as well as implicature and 2)
exploring the pragmatic developmental pathways of how their pragmatic competence
develops while studying abroad in the United States.
The study utilized an explanatory sequential mixed method design, with a
quantitative phase followed by a qualitative phase. Seventy Saudi L2 students
completed three pragmatic measures, namely, multiple-choice-discourse completion
test (MDCT), written completion test (WDCT), and implicature listening test (ILT)
that were administered electronically through a software for gathering data called
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Qualtrics. This was followed by semi-structured interviews with a sample of eight
students who participated in the quantitative phase of the research.
Several major findings were uncovered. In phase one, findings revealed that
Saudi L2 learners were relatively competent in identifying, producing, and
understanding appropriate language in contexts. Interview data suggested that there is
a need to have a broader focus in language learning, including, beside grammar
structure and vocabulary accuracy, the considerations of speech appropriateness and
the different cultural issues. The interview data also discussed the participants’
acquisitional and developmental pathways of pragmatic competence as well as the
sources they utilized to gain and develop their pragmatic competence in the SA
context. Finally, the study concluded that almost all participants perceived SA in the
native country to be helpful for developing pragmatic skills.

Keywords: Pragmatic competence, Pragmatic failure, acquisitional pragmatics,
interlanguage pragmatics, developmental pragmatics, Study abroad, second language
pragmatics, Saudi students.
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Chapter One
Introduction
Nowadays, it is acknowledged that learning at least one foreign language is a
“must.” Without a doubt, people have long recognized learning a second language
(L2) to be advantageous. Weatherford (1986) claimed that this L2 learning is an
investment for the future that can produce various benefits whether it is for an
individual’s personal growth, travel adventures, or career. More specifically, a
bilingual or multilingual person is more likely to communicate with more people,
read more literature, and benefit more fully from travel to other countries (Marcos,
1998). In fact, it is generally believed that more than 50% of the world’s population is
bilingual (Bialystok, Craik & Luk, 2012).
For a long time, Saudis tended to think that learning another language was
unnecessary and that knowing the Arabic language1 was sufficient for all their needs.
As a result, they were seen as people who could not say even the most rudimentary
phrase in any other language. Although the teaching of English as a foreign language
(EFL) was actually introduced into the Saudi Arabian educational system2 in 1928
(Al-Seghayer, 2011), most Saudi people used to believe that English was no more
than just a pass-or-fail course that had no value outside the classroom. Fortunately,
however, in the recent ten or fifteen years, they started to realize that speaking only
Arabic would not get them very far in the world, and that English had become the
international language that the whole world speaks.
Recently, it has become a very common and growing desire of Saudis,
especially among young people, to study abroad in many countries, many of which

1

Arabic is the official language of Saudi Arabia and the mother tongue for most Saudi’s natives.
Since 1982, English has been a compulsory second language to be taught in both public and private
schools in the Saudi Education system.
2
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are English-speaking countries such as the United States. For Saudis to become
competent L2 learners, a good mastery of grammatical linguistics and vocabulary is
not sufficient to communicate effectively and efficiently during their study abroad
(SA) journeys. Empirical studies have argued that, in real communication, L2 learners
may fail to function pragmatically in the target language, and that advanced
grammatical competence is never enough to avoid pragmatic failure (Salsbury &
Bardovi-Harlig, 2000). Saudi L2 learners, therefore, need to maintain a necessary
level of pragmatic competence, or, in other words, the ability to communicate
meaning in a socially appropriate manner and to interpret meaning –whether explicit
or implicit– based on the context.
In a SA context, there are many different interactional encounters in many
settings. For example, in a university context, there are interactions with other
students, teaching assistants, tutors, professors, and administrators; and with each,
norms and expectations for interaction may differ. In general, L2 learners are
challenged to function linguistically and socially in a way that is appropriate to the
unfamiliar host environment within which the expected pragmatic conventions may
vary considerably from their home countries. Thus, L2 learners need to be aware of
the pragmatic rules for each potential setting. For L2 learners, this poses a particular
challenge since high language proficiency does not guarantee pragmatic success
(Williams, 2005).
Personal Motivation for this Research Study
The present study was motivated by a personal story. Khalid3 was a male
Saudi student who was pursuing his master’s degree in the United States. He was
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All names presented in this study are pseudonyms.
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majoring in English language and had been in the United States for more than two
years. During a Halloween festival, at the very beginning of a class period, Kahlid’s
professor, who was American, brought and gave out a bowl full of candy for the
whole class. When the class was finished, she recognized that there was still plenty of
candy left. Therefore, she offered Khalid and some of his classmates who had not left
the classroom yet if they would like to have some more. Khalid responded by saying,
“Thank you!”, an answer that left the professor puzzled. The professor did not know
whether to take Khalid’s response as a yes or no. As a result, she found herself forced
to ask Khalid again about what his answer implied.
As argued by Bialystok (1993), Khaled, or probably any other L2 learner,
makes such pragmatic errors, not because he lacks knowledge of forms and structures
or because he does not have sufficient vocabulary to express the intention, but
because he selects incorrect pragmatic choices. One explanation of this is the
learners’ sociopragmatic knowledge is not yet developed enough to make
contextually appropriate choices of strategies and linguistic forms, in spite of the fact
that he has been living in a native culture environment for a long period of time.
Although Khalid’s English proficiency was high, the aforementioned situation
highlights that L2 speakers who may be considered “fluent” due to the mastery of
vocabulary and the grammar of that language, they may still be unable to produce
language that is socially and culturally appropriate, regardless of living in or being
exposed to the native culture of the target language.
With that in mind, it is important to examine how Saudi English L2 learners
acquire knowledge of the appropriate use of English and how they develop their
pragmatic competence through their practices during SA experience. It is argued in
this study that the development of pragmatic competence is essential for the mastery
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of communicative ability in any language and that developing L2 pragmatic
competence is dependent on the learners’ resistance, opposition or adaptation to the
norms of the new community.
Problem Statement
There is a great emphasis placed on the necessity of grammatical and
linguistic competence only, while, in fact, there is more than just becoming fluent.
Pragmatic competence is the equally important aspect that is often ignored. In second
language acquisition (SLA), L2 learners, even high proficient ones usually make
mistakes when communicating because of the lack of pragmatic knowledge (Yang,
2015). As reported by researchers and educators in the past three to four decades,
there has been an increasing emphasis on the general role of pragmatic competence in
the overall mastery of an L2. Therefore, researchers (e.g., Ishihara & Cohen, 2010;
Kasper, 1997; Timpe, 2013) have called for increased L2 pragmatics instruction,
which they hope will assist L2 learners to overcome pragmatic challenges in the
native language context.
In terms of instruction, pragmatics is teachable and classroom instruction in
pragmatics can be effective (Ishihara & Cohen, 2010). Yet, teaching and learning it in
the classroom have many obstacles (Webb, 2013). First, many language teachers are
not familiar with what pragmatics is, do not have an awareness of the pragmatic
norms, or do not have access to pragmatic research data. Consequently, many
teachers rely on their intuition to discuss pragmatics, and this approach has been
shown to be inaccurate and unreliable (Ishihara & Cohen, 2010). Second, textbooks
are another main source of pragmatic input for classroom language learners.
Nevertheless, textbooks cannot be considered as a reliable source of pragmatic input
for students (Bardovi-Harlig, 2001). This is maybe attributed to insufficient specific
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input or insufficient interpretation of language use they often contain (O'Keeffe,
Clancy & Adolphs, 2011). Finally, the language classroom does not look like the real
world. The classroom cannot “replicate the real world and prepare students for all
possible encounters with the target language community” (Webb, 2013, p. 30). The
target language which the students encounter in the classroom is different from the
one in the real world. For one thing, the classroom is usually more polite than the real
world (Kasper & Rose, 2002). Plus, there are only a few encounters (e.g., speech acts)
used in the L2 classroom context. This is simply because the target language “lacks a
sufficient range and emphasis of relevant exemplars’ (Bardovi-Harlig & Dörnyei,
1998, p. 234). These obstacles make a formal classroom an input-poor environment
where naturalistic pragmatic development hardly takes place. To this point, it needs to
be emphasized that, for L2 learners, having relevant L2 pragmatic knowledge is a
lifelong endeavor, much of which occurs outside the language classroom.
From instruction to exposure, Bardovi-Harlig and Dörnyei (1998) indicated
that the language learning environment plays an important role in language learners’
pragmatic awareness. Yet, for language learners in some contexts, as the case of
Saudi Arabia, the classroom could be the only place in which they use the target
language and, hence, their opportunity to develop the pragmatic competence is low
compared with learners in contexts that are based in the target language environment.
This had led to advocating the notion in SA that L2 learners study the target language
in the native environment and in the native culture.
The role of a SA context is widely perceived as an ideal context in developing
language competence (Ren, 2015; Taguchi, 2015a). Living in the native culture, L2
learners are regularly exposed to the greater availability of pragmatic input in the L2
and encounter more widespread opportunities to use the language. They have the
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most direct access possible to large amounts of input and interaction with native
speakers (Ren, 2015). L2 learners have many chances in which they can complete a
SA experience that includes a variety of goals. L2 learners may participate in shortterm stays, engage in ‘year-abroad’ programs or even choose to pursue their higher
studies in a native speaking country. The present study focuses on SA learners who
choose to further their undergraduate studies, master’s degrees, or doctoral degrees in
an institution in the target community.
Still, L2 learners may not achieve high L2 pragmatic competence by simply
living in the L2 native culture even for an extended period of time. It has been argued
that not all L2 learners act successfully, even if they already have the relevant
pragmatic knowledge. This is due to the fact that L2 learners may not accept and
adapt to the pragmatics of the target language, resulting in resisting target pragmatics
(Cai & Wing, 2013). In order to overcome their resistances to achieve successful
communication, hence, L2 learners need to be proactive and take a step further to
develop their L2 pragmatic competence through, for example, being in intensive
contact with the target language and involved in interactions with native speakers in
order to achieve native-like pragmatic skills in the L2 (Ahn, 2007).
Research Gap
Despite the consensus in the literature that pragmatic competence involves
two important sub-competencies, (i.e., productive and receptive), only few studies in
L2 pragmatics have explored the two pragmatic sub-competencies simultaneously on
the same participants (Alqahtani & Roever, 2012; Bardovi-Harlig, 2009; BardoviHarlig & Bastos, 2011; Taguchi, 2010; Schauer, 2009; Ren, 2015). In fact, many
previous studies in the field of interlanguage pragmatics (ILP) only assessed
productive pragmatic competence (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 2016; Blum-
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Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1989; Gass & Neu, 1996; Pütz & Aertselaer, 2008), whereas
only a few studies investigated learners’ receptive pragmatic competence, that is, how
learners comprehend and perceive appropriate language use (e.g., Bardovi- Harlig &
Dörnyei, 1998; Garcia, 2004; Ren, 2015; Taguchi, 2008b, 2011b). This study attempts
to address this gap in research by investigating Saudi L2 learners’ pragmatic
competence in terms of the two pragmatic sub-competencies, productive and
receptive (i.e., pragmatic comprehension and pragmatic perception).
Additionally, recent years have witnessed a growing trend in ILP research in
general. The existing literature in ILP has provided the following insights. First, there
is a huge body of research on the use of pragmatic phenomena, that is, how learners
use L2 pragmatics (e.g., Bergman & Kasper, 1993; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2010;
Gass & Houck, 1999; Woodfield, 2008; to name a few). In fact, most ILP research in
the 1980s and 1990s focused on comparing language learners’ production and/or
comprehension of speech acts with native speakers. A large number of these L2
pragmatic studies tested pragmatic competence at two different points in time,
through multiple data collection instruments intended to assess a given pragmatic, and
results showed that there is an increase in pragmatic competence over time.
Second, Kasper (1992) noted that research in ILP is more comparative than
acquisitional. Thus, it seems that little has been found on the development of
pragmatic abilities and how learners acquire L2 pragmatic competence, inquiring
“whether adults go through developmental sequences in their acquisition of speech
act ability in the same way as they have been found to do in the acquisition of
morphemes and syntactic structures such as negation” (Cohen, 1996, p. 263). In other
words, research on L2 pragmatics to date has focused more on learners’ pragmatic
use, rather than learners’ pragmatic development (Ren, 2015), which means that
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developmental/ acquisitional research is an area that has been seriously underexplored.
Another gap in ILP research exists in the targeted population. To date, most of
existing research on L2 pragmatics has targeted English language learners whose first
language is either a European language, Chinese, Turkish, Spanish, Farsi or Japanese.
Little L2 pragmatics research has explored learners whose first language is Arabic.
Particularly, Saudi English language L2 learners’ pragmatics is under-explored,
which confirms Ben Duhaish’s (2014) observation in that “[t]he entire field of
pragmatics research in Saudi Arabia is still in its early stages” (p. 217). The limited
number of studies in L2 pragmatics literature especially those targeting Saudi L2
learners, reveals an important area of research yet to be undertaken. In particular,
except for a few notable exceptions (e.g., Ben Duhaish, 2014), to my knowledge,
almost no research in ILP pragmatics focusing on learners’ L2 acquisitional
pragmatics has been carried out on Saudi L2 learners. Put differently, little L2
pragmatics research has been conducted on how Saudi English learners acquire L2
pragmatics and how their pragmatic competence develops.
Aim of the Study
The past few years have seen a significant growth in the field of ILP
development and how learners use L2 pragmatics. For ILP in order to mature as an
area of investigation in the realm of SLA, several researchers have called for more
studies accounting for the development of pragmatic competence of L2 learners. For
example, Bardovi-Harlig (1999) was the first to recognize that future research must
begin to ask acquisitional questions of the type outlined by Kasper and Schmidt
(1996) addressing the question: "how does L2 pragmatic competence develop?"
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With that being said, the current research is designed to achieve four particular
aims. First, it examines the trajectories of Saudi L2 learners’ self-development of
their L2 pragmatic competence during SA experience. It hopes to shed some light on
how the pragmatic competence of Saudi L2 learners of English in the SA context
develops. More specifically, the aim of this study is to explore how the receptive and
productive pragmatic competence of SA learners develops in the American
environment. Second, this study examines the effect of SA on the development of the
Saudi L2 learners’ pragmatic competence. It investigates how the SA context
influences the Saudi L2 learners’ awareness, perception and production of
pragmatics. Third, the study explores how important Saudi L2 learners perceive
acquiring pragmatic competence to be compared to the other competences, such as
grammatical competence, in their L2 learning. Lastly, in order to gain an
understanding of the Saudi L2 learners’ developmental pathways during SA and
obtain insights into the effect of the SA context, the current study also aims to assess
the Saudi L2 learners’ pragmatics competence of English. The investigation focuses
on both productive pragmatic competence and receptive pragmatic competence.
Specifically, the study focuses on the pragmatic of refusals, apologies and requests in
English –both language learners’ pragmatic production and perception– as well as
assessing the pragmatic comprehension of conversational implications in different
situations (c.f. this will be further discussed in chapter three). To meet the aims
mentioned above, five research questions were designed for this study.
Research Questions
In order to shed light on the importance of the acquisition and development L2
pragmatics in the SA and to understand how Saudi L2 learners come to know what to
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say when and to whom, depending on their pragmatic development experiences
during their stay in the U.S., the following research questions guide this study:
RQ 1. What is the current level of Saudi L2 learners’ pragmatic competence
in terms of pragmatic perception, production, and comprehension?
RQ 2. Did Saudi L2 learners perceive acquiring pragmatic knowledge as
important as other aspects of language (e.g., grammar or vocabulary) in their L2
learning when they started learning English?
RQ 3. How do Saudi L2 learners describe their acquisition and development
of pragmatic competence in SA? In other words, how do they perceive acquiring and
developing their pragmatic competence in SA?
RQ 4. What sources of L2 pragmatic knowledge do Saudi L2 learners utilize
to develop their pragmatic competence?
RQ 5. What perceptions do Saudi English L2 learners report having about the
impact of SA on Saudi L2 learners’ pragmatic acquisition and development? In other
words, does the SA context help Saudi L2 learners to develop pragmatic competence?
Context of the Study
This study takes place in the United States. It targets Saudi English L2
learners who are studying at the post-secondary level in the United States. To better
understand the context of the study and the issue being explored, the following
section contains a description of Saudi students in the United States at the present
time.
Saudi Students in the United States. Over the last decade, Saudi Arabia has
become the fourth largest source of international students studying at the university
level in the United States. The number of Saudi students studying in the United States
has increased significantly in the last decade. The growing desire of Saudis to study
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internationally has been largely attributed to scholarship funds offered by the Saudi
government, especially the King Abdullah Scholarship Program (KASP), which
substituted all prior Saudi international scholarship programs to the U.S. that the
Saudi government had been sponsoring since the reign of King Abdul-Aziz. The
KASP was established in 2005 via an agreement between King Abdullah and
President George Bush and has laid the foundation for the tremendous increase in
Saudi student enrollment (Taylor & Albasri, 2014). The mission of the KASP is the
following:
To prepare and qualify Saudi human resources in an effective manner so that
they will be able to compete on an international level in the labor market and
the different areas of scientific research, and thereby become an important
source of supply of highly qualified individuals for Saudi universities as well
as the government and private sectors. (KASP, 2018)
Through KASP, scholarship recipients are given generous financial support
along with many other privileges that offer them a comfortable environment. Saudi
students with scholarships enjoy benefits including a monthly stipend, which is
granted not just to the students but also to their dependents, such as spouses and
children, coverage of all academic expenses, such as intuition and fees, books, and
conferences. Any increase in the number of immediate family members results in an
increase in the monthly stipend, too. Saudi students’ spouses and children are
privileged with fellowship support, which provides them the chance to study English
at any academic institution of scholarship approved by the Saudi government as long
as it is located within the student’s study location. Once the spouse or children have
acquired a certain level of English and obtained an unconditional academic
admission, they may apply for independent scholarships and become independent
students through the fellowship.
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Beside academic supervision, the benefits also include full medical and dental
coverage, annual round-trip airfare tickets to their home cities in Saudi Arabia. These
benefits are for the students and their immediate family members who accompany
them in the U.S. There are rewards for students who earn high GPAs and allowances
that cover scientific materials, private tutor fees and funds particularly for students
with special needs (Saudi Arabia Cultural Mission to the U.S., 2018).
Although the majority of Saudi students studying abroad are being funded by
KASP, Saudi students who are interested in studying abroad may belong to two other
categories: self-sponsored and employer-sponsored programs (Taylor & Albasri,
2014). Taking the first category, self-sponsored students are those who desire and are
able to study abroad without a scholarship to support their funding. Fortunately,
however, they are still able to apply for a KASP’s scholarship. In order to be eligible
to join the KASP, Saudi self-sponsored students need to satisfy enrollment
requirements before applying. According to KASP’s recent educational policies4, the
requirements usually include being enrolled in one of the top 50 academic
programs for their field or at one of the top 100 universities in the world. Plus, Saudi
students seeking government aid must have studied and successfully finished around
30 credit hours (i.e., this number of semester credit hours is basically for
undergraduate students) at an American university self-funded. Second, Saudis who
are employer-sponsored students are those who are employees at Saudi universities,
ministries or oil companies in which the employer covers all the expenses of the
student. Once their study is completed, they are expected to return to work for their
4

KASP’s educational policies, in terms of scholarship grants, were modified in 2016 in
correspondence to a new initiative called ‘Saudi Vision 2030’, adopted by Saudi Arabia’s crown prince
Mohammed bin Salman in April 2016 for developing Saudi Arabia to become one of the most
advanced countries in the world in terms of the economy and education in 2030.
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employer in Saudi Arabia. Still, whether being KASP-, self- or employer-sponsored,
all Saudi students in the United States are supervised by The Saudi Arabian Cultural
Mission (SACM) to the United States, a Saudi organization located in Washington,
DC., is responsible for all Saudi national students in the U.S. The present study
targets any KASP-, self- or employer-sponsored student in the U.S.
The United States has the most Saudi students in the world at 59,05%, which
includes both those on scholarships and those studying at their own expense.
According to statistics from the Saudi Ministry of Education’s Scholarship Affairs
(2018) in Riyadh, there are currently 58,726 Saudi students studying at the university
level in the United States. This number includes both males (43,188 students) and
females (15,538 students) enrolled at all levels (i.e., English language programs,
undergraduate, and graduate) in numerous fields of study. The majority of Saudi
students in the United States are those who are at the undergraduate level. According
to the Saudi Press Agency, approximately 61% are students who are enrolled in
undergraduate programs, whereas 12.12% students are those pursuing their Masters’
degrees and 7.47% are doctoral students, and the remaining students seek to earn
graduate diploma degrees or are engaged in practical training or residency programs.
Significance of the Study
Beside the personal anecdote shared earlier, the current study is inspired by
Ben Duhaish’s (2014) study, which explored the pragmatic communicative
difficulties that Saudi English-major graduate students encountered in the United
States. The contributions of the present study are considered to comprise two main
dimensions: 1) contribution to L2 pragmatics in general and acquisitional pragmatics
in particular and 2) contribution to the field of pragmatics in relation to the Saudi
context.
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First, this study attempts to address some of the gaps discussed early in
relation to the field of ILP. It responds to Taguchi’s (2010) call for the need to have
more studies focusing on both aspects of pragmatic competence (i.e., receptive and
productive sub-competences). Thus, this study intends to focus on both receptive and
productive pragmatic competences in understanding the acquisition and selfdevelopment of L2 pragmatic competence of the same participants.
More importantly, there is a scarcity of research examining how L2 learners
acquire and develop their L2 pragmatics during SA. Therefore, this study is planned
to fill this gap in L2 pragmatics research through understanding the acquisition of L2
pragmatics and investigating how L2 learners acquire L2 pragmatics in a SA context.
This adds to the limited existing research available in the area of pragmatics research.
More research investigating L2 acquisitional pragmatics in particular will add to the
limited existing research available in the area of pragmatics research.
Second, this study focuses on the acquisitional pragmatics of Saudi English L2
learners. More L2 pragmatics research focusing on Saudi English learners definitely
contributes to the limited empirical data currently available in the area of L2
pragmatics research with respect to EFL contexts and native-Arabic L2 learners. As
an investigation of acquisitional pragmatics in relation to the Saudi context, this study
seeks to help language educators in Saudi Arabia realize the importance of pragmatics
in language learning and teaching. The growing number of Saudi students coming to
pursue their higher studies in many English-speaking countries adds significance to
the current study in the realization of how language learners acquire and develop L2
pragmatic competence. This study hopes to lay the foundation for more research that
targets Saudi students’ acquisition and development of pragmatic competence.
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The following stakeholders may be interested in or affected by the results of
the study. The first group is current and future Saudi students and language learners in
understanding the process of L2 pragmatic acquisition and development of pragmatic
competence. The second is language teachers who increasingly need to teach students
how to acquire the pragmatics of the language they seek to learn and become
prepared to thrive in competitive academic and professional environments. The third
group is KASP which can use the information to prepare Saudi students to have a
minimum linguistic level prior to their departure to the United States through on-site
or on-line workshop sessions.
Definition of Terms
The following key terms are used in this study:
Second Language Acquisition (SLA). This is a common term used for the
name of a field which “deals with the learning of a language in addition to one’s
native language (or native languages, in case of simultaneous bilinguals), and tries to
account for commonalities in learners’ developmental trajectories, as well as
differences in their rate of learning and ultimate attainment” (Taguchi & Roever,
2017, p. 15). SLA refers to the learning of a nonnative language after the learning of
the native language (Gass, 2013).
L2 pragmatics or Interlanguage pragmatics (ILP). ILP is the study of “how
nonnative speakers comprehend and produce action in a target language” (Kasper, &
Rose, 2002, p.5).
Acquisitional pragmatics. Acquisitional pragmatics is a sub-domain of ILP
dedicated exclusively to the study of how the L2 pragmatic system develops through
investigating changes within the L2 pragmatic system and influences on that system.
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Pragmatic Competence. This kind of competence is the ability to
communicate meaning in a socially appropriate manner and to interpret meaning—
whether explicit or implicit—based on the context (Thomas, 1995).
Speech acts. Speech acts are actions performed when an utterance is produced
(Austin, 1962).
Implicature. Implicature suggests an extra level of meaning that is beyond the
surface meaning of what was said.
Study abroad (SA) context. SA is a pre-scheduled and temporary stay that is
based on educational purposes in a foreign country where the target language is the
native language and is the widely spoken language by the people in the country.
Saudi Arabian Cultural Mission to the United States (SACM). SACM is a
specialized agency affiliated to the Royal Embassy of Saudi Arabia in Washington,
D.C. It was founded by the Saudi government in 1951 to administer programs and
policies to meet the educational and cultural needs of Saudis studying in the United
States. It also functions as an intermediary between American educational institutions
and their counterparts in the Kingdom in terms of issues pertaining to culture,
education and science.
Summary
Inspired by a motivating personal anecdote, this chapter started with pointing
out the study’s statement of problem and identifying gaps in the literature. It stated the
main goals of this study which focused on the acquisition, reception, production and
comprehension of contextually appropriate language by Saudi L2 English learners in
SA context. It introduced five research questions addressed in this study. Next, it shed
light on the significance of this research and how it attempts to add to the available
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literature. The chapter finally described in detail the study’s context and the
population studied.
Organization of the Study
The remainder of this dissertation consists of five chapters: General
Pragmatics, Interlanguage Pragmatics, Methodology of the study, the study’s
Findings and Discussion (quantitative and qualitative data), and Summary and
Conclusion.
Chapter Two: General Pragmatics
This chapter introduces the field of pragmatics in general. It traces the history
of the field and addresses the theoretical framework that conceptualized pragmatic
competence in constructs of communicative competence. In this chapter, four relevant
central concepts of pragmatics are discussed: speech acts, cooperative principle,
directness and politeness. Next, it introduces the field of ILP, or L2 pragmatics, and
explains how it is situated within the discipline of pragmatics and models of
communicative competence. Moreover, three pertinent dominant topics in L2
pragmatics are introduced: pragmatic transfer, pragmatic failure and cross-cultural
pragmatics.
Chapter Three: Interlanguage Pragmatics (ILP)
The focus of this chapter is on the field of ILP. The discussion in this chapter
evolves around the following: 1) an introduction of the field of ILP; 2) an explanation
of the current situation of research in L2 pragmatics which leads to introducing
“acquisitional pragmatics” as a sub-field of ILP; 3) a presentation of four theoretical
frameworks of SLA that guide the present study; 4) the SA environment as a learning
context and its role in pragmatic development, supported by a review of necessary
available literature in relation to three important factors that shape the pragmatic
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development; 5) a review of research on the pragmatic features that have been
researched thoroughly in the SA context, along with a glance at the most
methodological perspectives used for examination; and 6) data collection methods
used widely to assess pragmatic competence in L2 pragmatics research. Finally, this
chapter concludes with general remarks obtained from the review of the literature.
Chapter four: The Methodology
This chapter details the methodology implemented in this study over nine
sections. This includes detailed information about the participants, research design,
instrumentation, data collection procedures, data analysis and ethical issues.
Following the traditional format of dissertations in the United States, ethical issues
are discussed in this chapter.
Chapter five: Findings and Discussion
This chapter consists of two main sections: 1) results and findings of
quantitative Data and 2) results and findings of qualitative data. Section one presents
the results of the quantitative data which is addressed by the first research question
regarding the level of Saudi L2 learners’ pragmatic competence of three speech acts –
–requests, refusals and apologies–– and implicatures. Descriptive analysis and
inferential analysis are two types of analysis presented in section two. The descriptive
analysis is performed to examine the participants’ performance in the three pragmatic
measures and in each of the targeted pragmatic aspects, whereas inferential analysis is
used to identify any significant differences that may exist between the participants.
Illustrated with graphic visuals, this section presents results of statistical analysis to
show which aspects of pragmatic competence demonstrated significant gains and
which aspect did not.
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Section two of this chapter presents results of the remaining four research
questions which are answered qualitatively. This section seeks to provide a qualitative
analysis of the developmental patterns of L2 pragmatics among eight Saudi L2
learners recruited for the qualitative phase. In both sections of this chapter, the results
of the two phases are discussed in relation to recent research.
Chapter six: Summary and Conclusion
The last chapter of this study presents the summary of the study’s findings. It
then provides implications which are generated in this study and concludes with
limitations of the study and suggestions for future research.
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Chapter Two
Pragmatics
Introduction
The primary purpose of this mixed-method study is to investigate Saudi L2
learners’ acquisition and development of pragmatics competence of English. It aims
to explore how Saudi L2 learners self-develop their pragmatic competence during SA
in the American environment. Based on this goal, it assesses the Saudi L2 learners’
pragmatic competence of English, both productive and receptive pragmatic subcompetences, in particular, the pragmatic production of three widely researched
speech acts in the SA context –refusals, apologies and requests– in English and the
perception of the appropriateness of these three speech acts in social interaction.
Moreover, this study assesses the comprehension of conversational implications in
different situations among Saudi L2 learners in the American environment.
The main goal of this chapter is to define the field of pragmatics in order to
lay the foundations for another emerging interdisciplinary field that came out of
pragmatics. This chapter thus focuses on general pragmatics and describes how
pragmatic competence has been conceptualized in constructs of communicative
competence by reviewing different historical models. It discusses four central
concepts of pragmatics that are relevant to the current investigation: speech acts,
cooperative principle, directness and politeness. Next, it introduces the field of ILP,
or L2 pragmatics, as a disciplinary domain which the present study is situated in,
along with brief introductions of three pertinent chief topics in L2 pragmatics:
pragmatic transfer, pragmatic failure and cross-cultural pragmatics.
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What is Pragmatics?
The concept pragmatics was introduced first in 1938 by Charles Morris who
distinguished three distinct areas of inquiry in semiotics: syntax, semantics and
pragmatics. He defined syntax as “the formal relation of signs to one another” and
semantics as “the relation of signs to the objects to which the signs are applicable.”
He used the term pragmatics in a very broad sense to refer to “the study of the
relation of signs to interpreters” (Morris, 1938, p. 6). Since then, Morris’s definition
has been developed further by scholars.
One definition of pragmatics involves the relationship between language and a
term brought by Levinson (1983) called context to refer to “the study of those
relations between language and context that are grammaticalized, or encoded in the
structure of a language” (Levinson, 1983, p.9). Another definition by Thomas (1995)
views pragmatics as meaning emerging in interaction involving the negotiation
“between speaker and hearer, the context of utterance (physical, social and
linguistic) and the meaning potential of an utterance” (p. 22). Accordingly, she
classifies meaning within the field of pragmatics into three levels: abstract meaning,
utterance meaning, and force. As the first level of meaning, abstract meaning looks at
the interpretation of words, phrases and sentences to see what different meanings can
lie within one word, one phrase or one sentence. Utterance meaning deals with what
is intended by the person who is making an utterance, due to the context in which the
sentence is said, while force refers to what the speaker intends to say. Thomas’s view
of pragmatics suggests that meaning is not something inherent in the words alone, but
is part of a larger socio-cultural interaction that is dependent on the speaker, the
listener and the context of the utterance.
Crystal (1997), in a broad view, characterized pragmatics as “the study of
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language from the point of view of users, especially of the choices they make, the
constraints they encounter in using language in social interaction and the effects their
use of language has on other participants in the act of communication” (p. 301). This
definition highlights the language users’ subjectivity in the choices of form they make
and consequences of the choice. Another definition is concerned with the study of
meaning in communication as expressed by a speaker or writer and interpreted by a
listener or reader (Yule, 1996). Yule’s definition involves understanding the meaning
conveyed by a speaker in a particular context and how the context influences what is
said. In this sense, pragmatics can be defined as the study of particular kinds of
meaning. According to Yule (1996), the field of pragmatics deals with two types of
meaning; speaker meaning and contextual meaning in which the former refers to what
speakers mean by their utterances rather than what the words in those utterances
might mean by themselves, while the latter deals with the interpretation of what
speakers mean in a particular context and how the context influences what is said.
The definitions reviewed above demonstrate that pragmatics has been defined
differently. However, common components appear to be main features of pragmatics:
language, context, meaning, and action. Therefore, the current study applies a
working definition of pragmatics which shows that pragmatics is about not only the
realization of how linguistics forms are performed for a communicative act in a
socially appropriate manner, but also considers how the linguistic and non-linguistics
acts are perceived by the listener in that social context, taking sociocultural variables
into account. “What does it mean to be pragmatically competent?” is a question that
drove many researchers to define the construct of pragmatic competence, which is
explained in the next section.
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Pragmatic Competence
Pragmatic competence has become “an object of inquiry in a wide range of
disciplines including linguistics, applied linguistics, anthropology, sociology,
psychology, communication research, and cross-cultural studies” (Taguchi, 2009,
p.1). It has been recognized as an important factor for L2 learners in developing their
language competence (Bachman, 1990). Pragmatic Competence is regarded as part of
communicative competence and demonstrated through communicative abilities. It is
“the ability to use language actively in order to achieve a specific purpose and to
understand language in context” (Thomas, 1983, p. 92). The following section
discusses the evolution of the concept of pragmatic competence over time, shifting
from the individualistic view of the competence to more intercultural and
interactional understanding of that competence.
Pragmatic competence in models of communicative competence. The
definition of pragmatic competence has evolved in the last four decades. The origin of
this concept goes back to 1972 when Dell Hymes proposed a theoretical model of
communicative competence as a reaction against the perceived inadequacy of
Chomsky's concept of competence, which focused solely on knowledge of the rules of
grammar. Chomsky (1965) distinguished between competence and performance.
Competence was defined as “the speaker-hearer’s knowledge of his language” and
performance as “the actual use of language in concrete situations” (Chomsky, 1965,
p. 4). However, Hymes (1972) claimed that language knowledge entails both
grammar knowledge and sociocultural knowledge that determine the appropriateness
of language use in context. He characterized competence as the overall capabilities of
a person dependent on both “(tacit) knowledge and (ability for) use” (p. 282), while
performance is “the actual use of language” (p. 279).

23

The 1980s and 1990s witnessed the emergence of several models of
communicative competence that built on Hymes’ work (Canale, & Swain, 1980;
Bachman, 1990; Bachman, & Palmer, 1996, 2010). These models saw language
ability as multidimensional, and considered pragmatic competence as a requisite
component within the model. Canale and Swain’s (1980) communicative competence
model was a forerunner in this trend.
Canale and Swain’s (1980) communicative competence. Canale and Swain
(1980) proposed their own theoretical framework of communicative competence that
encompasses three main competencies: grammatical competence, sociolinguistics
competence and strategic competence. Canale and Swain’s (1980) model was
modified later by Canale (1983). Canale’s (1983) model of communicative
competence was very similar but made “rules of discourse” in Canale and Swain
(1980) a component of its own. Thus, in Canale (1983), as shown in Figure 1,
communicative competence consists of four main competencies: grammatical
competence, sociolinguistic competence, strategic competence, and discourse
competence. Canale and Swain (1980) distinguished communicative competence
from communicative performance to refer to “the underlying systems of knowledge
and skill required for communication” (Canale, 1983, p. 5). The next section will
expand on each of the four competencies suggested by Canale (1983).
Communicative
Competence

Grammatical
Competence

Sociocultural
Competence

Strategic
Competence

Discourse
Competence

Figure 1: Canale’s four competencies of communicative competence.
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In Canale and Swain’s model, grammatical competence entails much more
than Chomsky’s (1965) and Hymes’ (1972) concept of grammaticality. It
encompasses knowledge of lexical items and rules of morphology, syntax, semantics,
and phonology. This kind of competence is important for language learners for the
goal of providing knowledge of how to accurately determine and interpret the literal
meaning of utterances. However, this linguistic accuracy is never enough alone to
make language learners communicatively competent. Thus, learners need another
source of knowledge which can be found in sociolinguistic competence, which refers
to the ability to determine how to communicate appropriately and determines which
utterances are produced and understood appropriately in a variety of contexts; this
includes both verbal and non-verbal communication. The third type in Canale’s and
Swain’s framework is called discourse competence, which involves language use that
is beyond the level of the sentence. This competence concerns the ability to combine
grammatical forms and meanings together and may help language learners achieve
coherence through the appropriate use of pronouns, synonyms, conjunctions, and
other forms. The fourth type is called strategic competence, which concerns the
ability to appropriately use communication strategies (verbal and non-verbal) to
overcome or repair any breakdowns in communication. Although pragmatics is not
explicitly stated as an element of its own, it is represented as a sociolinguistic
competence, which includes both “appropriateness of meaning” and “appropriateness
of form” (Canale, 1983, p.7). This model argued that successful communication
entails an efficient integration of all the four competencies. Nevertheless, Bachman
(1990) and Bachman and Palmer (1996, 2010) developed pragmatic competence as a
competence in its own right.
Bachman’s (1990) communicative competence. Bachman (1990) was the
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first one who explicitly included pragmatic competence as a separate component of
communicative competence. In this model, organizational competence and Pragmatic
competence are two discrete components of language competence (see Figure 2). On
the one hand, organizational competence in this framework dealt formal aspects of
language that are “involved in controlling the formal structure of language for
producing or recognizing grammatically correct sentences, comprehending their
propositional content, and ordering them to form texts” (p. 87). These aspects are of
two types: grammar and textual aspects.
Similar to Canale and Swain’s grammatical competence, the grammatical
aspect comprises several competencies including the knowledge of vocabulary,
morphology, syntax, and phonology whereas the textual aspect comprises the
knowledge of the conventions consisting of rules of cohesion and rhetorical
organization, which is parallel to Canale and Swain’s discourse competence. On the
other hand, pragmatic competence in this model is characterized by Bachman as:
the relationships between utterances and the acts or functions that speakers (or
writers) intend to perform through these utterances which can be called
illocutionary force of utterances and the characteristics of the context of
language use that determine the appropriateness of utterances (1990, p. 89).
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Language
Competence

Organizational
Competence

Grammatical
Competence

Pragmatic
Competence

Textual
Competence

Illocutionary
Competence

Sociolinguistic
Competence

Vocabulary

Cohesion

Ideational
Functions

Sensitivity to
Dialect or Variety

Morphology

Rhetorical
Organization

Manipulative
Functions

Sensitivity to
Register

Syntax

Heuristic
Functions

Sensitivity to
Naturalness

Phonology/
Graphology

Imaginative
Functions

Cultural References
and Figures of
Speech

(Source: Bachman, 1990, p.87)

Figure 2: Bachman’s model of language competence.
Two types of pragmatic competence in Bachman’s model were distinguished,
namely illocutionary competence and sociolinguistic competence. The first
competence enables us to express and interpret the illocutionary force of language
functions while sociolinguistic competence is the sensitivity to or the control of the
appropriate conventions of language use according to the discoursal and sociocultural
features of the language. Thus, pragmatic competence enables us to know not only to
the linguistic forms to perform a language function, but also the contexts in which
these forms are used. (e.g., which forms to use to make a request in situation).
Bachman and Palmer's (1996, 2010) communicative competence. Bachman
and Palmer (1996, 2010) indicated that “pragmatic knowledge enables us to create or
interpret discourse by relating utterances or sentences and texts to their meanings, to
27

the intentions of language users, and to relevant characteristics of the language use
setting” (1996, p.69; 2010, p.46). In this framework, language knowledge consisted of
functional knowledge and sociolinguistic knowledge. Functional knowledge enables
people to interpret relationships between utterances and language users’
communicative goals (e.g., the ability to perform the speech act of request).
Sociolinguistic knowledge enables people to create or interpret utterances that are
suitable to specific language use settings (e.g., which forms to use to make a request
in situation) (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, 2010). These two types of knowledge
correspond to two aspects of pragmatics distinguished by Thomas (1983):
pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics (also see Leech, 1983). The former refers to
the linguistic resources (i.e., lexical and grammatical) available and the way they can
be deployed to perform communicative functions, while the latter refers to a language
user’s understanding and assessment of the context in which those linguistic forms
are implemented. The present study follows Bachman’s conceptualization of
pragmatic competence and draws from Thomas’s classifications.
In summary, the term communicative competence was introduced by Hymes
(1972) and developed by Canale and Swain (1980), which was further modified by
Canale (1983). However, pragmatic competence was not provided until Bachman
(1990) who distinguished it as a central component in the overall concept of
communicative competence. As a field, pragmatics has been heavily centered on
speech act theory which was proposed by Austin (1962) and elaborated by Searle
(1969, 1975, 1976). The next section reviews speech act theory.
Speech Acts Theory
People engage in social interactions sharing knowledge, beliefs and
assumptions through producing utterances. In attempting to express themselves, they
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perform actions via utterances. This is generally known as “Speech Acts”. Speech
acts are usually performed in social and contextual premises. Put differently, they are
usually performed within a situation in which their contextual elements help interpret
the speaker’s intention. All cultures use speech acts in order to perform social
functions. Yet, the realization and the circumstances of the appropriateness of speech
acts may differ from culture to culture. The foundation of speech act theory was laid
by philosophers such as Wittgenstein, Austin and Searle.
Historically, the German philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein (1953) made a
significant contribution to the field of pragmatics by saying that the meaning of
language depends on its actual use. According to Wittgenstein, language in ordinary
life is used like a game due to the need of following certain rules which result in
“doing” things. There are strong parallels between speech acts theory and
Wittgenstein's notions on usage and language-games. Speech acts theory has its
foundations in the writings of Wittgenstein, especially Philosophical Investigations,
which viewed language primarily not as a vehicle for all sorts of social activity rather
than a system of representation. However, philosophers, such as Austin and Searle,
proposed the foundations of speech acts theory. Speech acts theory is attributed to the
philosopher Austin in 1962. Then, it was refined and advanced by the philosopher,
Searle (1969, 1975, 1977).
Austin’s (1962) work on speech acts. The field of pragmatics was triggered
by speech act theory, which was proposed by Austin (1962). Austin believed that
philosophy of language had lost track of what language is mostly used for, because it
has concentrated on statements or even just propositions. He explained that many
instances of language use are to be evaluated as felicitous or infelicitous with their
content of occurrence, rather than as true or false like logical preposition. He
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explained, “the more we consider a statement not as a sentence (or proposition) but as
an act of speech (out of which the others are logical constructions) the more we are
studying the whole thing as an act” (p. 20). He argued that language is used to carry
out actions rather than just saying things, that is, how to do things with words, and
claimed that utterances attempt to do things. “The uttering of the sentence is, or is a
part of, the doing of an action” (Austin, 1962, p. 5). His argument comes from the
notion of what he called performative verbs, which explicitly indicates the speaker’s
goal as it is uttered, as in “I promise to meet you tomorrow” or “I pronounce you
husband and wife.” He, therefore, defined speech acts as the actions performed when
an utterance is produced. These actions are verbal behaviors that language speakers
use routinely in social situations, such as requests, refusals, threatening, complaints,
thanking, invitation and apologies.
According to Austin’s (1962) speech acts theory, whenever a speaker
produces an utterance in an appropriate context with certain intentions, he/she
performs one or more illocutionary acts. Austin (1962) distinguishes three different
forces in any given speech act based on the meaning of the linguistic expressions:
locution, illocution and perlocutionary. Austin (1962) defined the locutionary force
as “the utterance of certain noises [the phonetic act], the utterance of certain words in
a certain construction [the phatic act], and the utterance of them with certain
‘meaning’ in the philosophical sense of that word, i.e., with a certain sense and with a
certain reference [the rhetic act]” (p. 94). The illocutionary force was defined as
“asking or answering a question, giving some information or an assurance or a
meaning” (Austin, 1962, p. 98), whereas the perlocutionary force is “saying
something will often, or even normally, produce certain consequential effects upon
the feelings, thoughts, or actions of an utterance, or of the speaker, or of other
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persons” (Austin, 1962, p. 101).
Put differently, the locutionary force is the literal meaning of an utterance and
is realized in the form of the words uttered. The illocutionary force is the force or
intention behind the words whereas the perlocutionary force is the effect of the
illocution on the hearer. In an example of someone uttering the words, “What time is
it?”, the locutionary force would be based on the semantic or literal significance of
the question without knowing its context. The illocutionary force is the speaker’s
intended meaning, which is asking about the time. While the perlocutionary force
would be based on how it is received by the listener; the listener tells the time or may
possibly interpret as the listener is late.
The illocutionary force can be realized in a variety of ways, (e.g., mood,
word-order, intonation contour, punctuation or stress). For example, to a native
speaker of English, the simple utterance “It is hot in here” could have multiple
meanings depending on the specific occasion as well as the relationship between the
interlocutors involved. Someone listening to or hearing this statement may understand
it as an indirect request to turn on the air conditioning or open the window. This way,
circumstances surrounding the utterance help both the speaker and hearer interpret the
communicative intention. These circumstances are called speech events. An utterance
like “This tea is really cold” would have an interpretation that is different if being
produced on a wintry day rather than a hot summer’s day (Yule, 1996, p. 48). In the
winter time, this utterance is likely to be interpreted as a complaint, whereas it is
likely to be interpreted as a praise if being said in the summer time. As a continuation
of this line of research, on the other hand, Austin’s work was influentially
systematized by Searle’s work (1969, 1976, 1979).
Searle’s work on speech acts (1969, 1975, 1976, 1979). Searle’s elaboration
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(1969, 1976) on the classification of speech acts and the work on indirect speech acts
had the most significant influence of the development of the theory of speech acts.
Searle revisited Austin’s terms of illocutionary force and felicity conditions and
proposed that when performing a speech act, certain felicity conditions must be met,
which describe the rules that tell the structures of all the illocutionary force types.
Searle distinguished four types of conditions of success: propositional content,
preparatory condition, sincerity condition, and essential condition (Searle, 1969). The
propositional content, or the propositional act, specifies conditions on the type of
content that can be part of a particular type of speech act. The preparatory condition
refers to what the speaker is implying in the performance of a speech act. The
sincerity condition refers to what psychological state the speaker expresses to be in
when performing a speech act (sincerely or insincerely). The essential condition
refers to “the fact that the context and the utterance make the intention of the speaker
transparent” (Ren, p. 11-12).
Elaborating on Austin’s classification of speech acts, Searle (1976, 1979)
classified speech acts based on how they affect the social interaction between a
speaker and a hearer. On his taxonomy, speech acts consist of five different
categories: declaratives, representatives, expressives, directives, and commissives.
Declaratives are acts that change the world as a result of having been performed (for
example, official acts, nominations, declarations as declaring war and firing).
Representative speech acts enable speakers to express feelings, assertions, beliefs,
illustrations, and the like (for example, claims, complaints, boasts). Expressive speech
acts express psychological states (for example, thanking, apologizing,
congratulating). Directives enable speakers to impose some actions on the hearer (for
example, commands, requests, suggestions, invitations, orders). Lastly, commissives
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enable speakers to commit themselves to future actions (for example, promises,
pledges, threats, refusals and offers).
Another contribution to speech acts theory by Searle was based on the fact
that people are capable of doing more than one thing within the same utterance.
Searle (1975, 1979) distinguished between direct speech acts, “the speaker says what
he means” and indirect speech acts, the speaker “means something more than what he
says” (Searle, Kiefer, & Bierwisch, 1980, p. viii). Put differently, in direct speech
acts, there are indicators of appropriate illocutionary force, while in indirect speech
acts, the hearer has to infer such force because indicators of the intended illocutionary
force do not exist (Sbisa, 2009). Based on the aforementioned classifications of
speech acts, the present study is based on Searle’s work. It focuses on the speech acts
of refusal, requests and apologies which are discussed in chapter three. However,
pragmatics involves much more than just about speech acts. Implicature is another
significant area in pragmatics.
Implicature
The concept implicature emerged from the work of Grice (1975) who
proposed an extra level of meaning which is conveyed beyond the surface meaning of
what was said or the semantic level of the individual words in a conversation. Grice's
work describes how hearers get from level 1 to level 2, from the expressed meaning to
the implied meaning, from what is said to what is implied. (Thomas, 1995). Two
different kinds of implicature were distinguished by Grice: conventional implicature
and conversational implicature. Although both kinds convey an additional level of
meaning, beyond the surface meaning of the words uttered, “they differ in that in the
case of conventional implicature the same implicature is always conveyed, regardless
of context, whereas in the case of conversational implicature, what is implied varies
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according to the context of utterance” (Thomas, 1995, p. 57). The present study
focuses on the type of implicature which Grice termed (particularized) conversational
implicature that arises only in a particular context of utterance. The next section
discusses conversational implicatures.
Attempting to explain the mechanisms of how conversational implicatures are
generated and interpreted, Grice (1975) introduced Cooperative Principle (CP) and
four conversational maxims. He proposed that participants in a conversation obey a
general cooperative principle: “Make your contribution such as is required, at the
stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in
which you are engaged.” (p. 45). Grices’ four conversational maxims are rules which
constitute a successful conversation and regulate how a conversation should be
conducted. He suggested a set of four conversational maxims that apply when a
natural conversation functions efficiently. The first maxim is the Maxim of Quantity,
which expects the interlocutor making an utterance to be as informative as required,
and, yet, saying no more and no less than what is needed. The second maxim is the
Maxim of Quality, which states that the person is to be truthful to the best of his/her
knowledge. The third maxim is the Maxim of Relation, which expects the speaker to
produce an utterance that is relevant to what has been said and not off-topic. Finally,
the fourth maxim is the Maxim of Manner, which describes the utterance to be brief,
unambiguous; meaning, the utterance is to be orderly and logical. Abiding by these
four maxims will make the speaker less likely to face any miscomprehension from the
other interlocutors. Nevertheless, speakers may not always follow the maxims; there
are many occasions when people fail to observe the maxims. Thus, Grice
differentiated between observing the maxims and non-observance of the maxims.
When the maxims are not observed, speakers can violate them (not cooperating at
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all), opt out (refusing to engage), infringe (non-observance of a maxim due to
imperfect linguistic performance), suspend or flout them. Failing to observe a maxim
is of various reasons, such as incapability of speaking clearly or choosing deliberately
to lie (Thomas, 1995). However, this last case, that is where the maxims are flouted
(implicature is generated), is considered the most important one (Thomas, 1995) and
it is the concern of the current study.
In the case of flouting the Grice’s maxims, a speaker blatantly fails to observe
a maxim at the level of what is said and deliberately trying to signal a special
meaning that is different from the literal meaning. When flouting a maxim, a speaker
has no intention to deceive the addressee, and is expecting the hearer to understand
the implicit meaning, which shows that the speaker who flouts the maxims is still
cooperative since he or she is trying to deliver a message that is enough, relevant,
truthful and clear. To illustrate how flouting the maxims operates, here is two
examples. First, it is flouting the Maxim of Quality when answering the question
“How was the meeting?” with “I nearly died of boredom” which would make a
competent hearer to conclude that the meeting was extremely tedious rather than the
speaker’s heart is nearly ceased beating (Taguchi & Roever, 2017, p. 20).
Second, an example of flouting the maxim of quantity and manner at the same
time is when delivering bad news such as failing the exam. Here, a speaker is likely to
introduce this news in an indirect way by saying statements, such as “I am sorry to be
the bearer of bad news but…”. Instead of directly saying, for example, “You have
failed”, the hearer will infer that the speaker is being polite (Kádár & Haugh, 2013, p.
15). Thus, the rationale of flouting one or more of the maxims can be explained
through politeness theory. The following section discusses politeness theory and
focuses on Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory which is of particular
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relevance for pragmatics and for the present investigation.
Politeness Theory
Another major topic within the field of pragmatics is politeness in interaction.
Similar to speech act theory, the cooperative principle and the concept of implicature,
politeness theory is generally considered to be one of the cornerstones of pragmatics
research (Schauer, 2009). The most well-known and dominant framework that
analyzed politeness has been developed by Brown and Levinson (1987) who
explained that people often do not adhere to the cooperative principle and to the four
Gricean maxims in communication because they are willing to communicate politely
as their ultimate goal of communication is the preservation of face. In order to
approach politeness, Brown and Levinson introduced the concept face, a term which
is derived from Goffman’s (1955) work on face in sociology and anthropology, to
refer to “the public self-image of a person” which is the “emotional and social sense
of self that everyone has and expects everyone else to recognize” (Yule, 1996, p. 60).
That is, all people in their interactions have an interest in maintaining two specific
types of desires “face-wants” attributed by interactants to one another: “positive face”
and “negative face”. The first type of face accounts for what interactants want from
others: they want to be valued, accepted by others, included in the group, liked and
appreciated by others through language and behavior as in, for example, “Let’s do this
together…”; “You and I have the same problem, so…” (Yule, 2010, p. 134).
By contrast, the latter type of face that Brown and Levinson (1987) introduced
refers to what people do not want others to do: they need to be independent and have
freedom from imposition. Negative face is “the want of every ‘competent adult
member’ that his actions be unimpeded by others” (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 62)
as in, for example, “I’m sorry to bother you…”; “I know you’re busy, but…” (Yule,
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2010, p. 135). Thus, in everyday interactions, if a speaker says something that forms a
threat to another interactant’s expectations regarding self-image, a face-threatening
act (FTA) could be carried out by the interlocutor, thereby avoiding conflict.
Therefore, politeness involves showing an awareness of other people’s face wants as
it arises through strategies that mitigate the threat to face and minimize the prospect
of damage to interpersonal relationships and disharmony.
Brown and Levinson (1987) stated that the speaker first needs to decide
whether or not to do the FTA. The speaker may choose to avoid an FTA and not to
say anything at all. Otherwise, interlocutors will try to maintain other people’s faces
as well as their own. There are many ways of showing an awareness of face and
achieving what the speaker wants. If the speaker decides to do the FTA, he or she
would need to deal with Brown and Levinson’s (1987) distinction between “onrecord” and “off-record” strategies. Figure 3 shows possible strategies a speaker can
employ when he or she is asking a question or making a request.
The on-record politeness strategies are those “used by the speaker to make an
audible attempt to address the hearer’s negative face” (Taguchi, & Roever, 2017, p.
22). An FTA is on record if it is done unambiguously, that is, with a clear intention.
Within this category, there is a further division. On record FTAs can be performed
either baldly or redressively. If baldly, without redress, the utterances are direct, clear,
unambiguous and brief. Doing the FTAs baldly means that there is no effort to
mitigate the act to save the addressee’s face. A typical example of bald on-record
strategy would be imperative clauses as in the case of a manager criticizing an
employee, “Don’t be late again. Get here on time tomorrow.”
Doing the act with redressive action, by contrast, acts counteract the potential
damage inflicted on the face of the addressee. Linguistic devices are used to show that
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the threat is not intended but that the addressee’s face wants are recognized and taken
into account. These acts can be oriented towards the positive face (positive politeness)
or towards the negative face (negative politeness), as shown in Figure 3.
1. without redressive action, baldly
on record

2. positive politeness

Do the FTA
with redressive action
4. off record

3. negative politeness

5. Don’t do the FTA
(Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 69)
Figure 3: Possible strategies for doing FTAs
In the case of positive politeness, the speaker appears to be friendly and
helpful by showing the hearer that some his wants are shared, and thus minimizes the
threat. Positive politeness strategies include, for example, attending the addressee’s
wants (e.g., You must be cold next to that open window, what about closing it?), using
in-group identity markers (e.g., Shall we close the window?) or seeking
agreement/avoiding disagreement. So, in the manager-employee example, the
manager could employ positive politeness strategies and, for example, can say, “I
know you’ve been trying to make it on time but please remember that it’s important
that we’re all at our desks by nine o’clock.” (Taguchi, & Roever, 2017, p. 22).
Through positive politeness strategies, the manager recognizes the employee’s effort
to be on time, uses colloquial language to soften the seriousness of the criticism,
includes herself in that requirement (being in the same boat) and depersonalizes the
workplace requirement of being at one’s desk by nine.
Negative politeness, however, involves a show of deference. In negative
politeness, the speaker recognizes the hearer’s negative face wants and respects them,
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but does not share or fulfil them. The speaker, through negative politeness, does not
wish to disturb or to interfere with the other's freedom. Negative politeness does not
imply that the speaker is impolite, rather, it reflects a greater degree of social distance
between the speaker and the interlocutor. Brown and Levinson considered the
following forms of remedial work among politeness strategies: be conventionally
indirect (e.g., Could you close the window, please?); question or hedge (e.g., I wonder
if you could close the window); do not coerce the addressee by being pessimistic (e.g.,
I don’t think you can close that window, can you?); reduce the imposition; apologize
(e.g., I’m sorry to bother you, but would you mind closing the window?); make
impersonal sentences (e.g., Someone should close that window) (examples from
Nodoushan & Allami, 2011).
Finally, off record FTAs display an ambiguity on the communicative intention
behind them, thus, the hearer’s face is not threatened through what is said. When
doing the FTA off-record, a speaker asks for help in an indirect way and says in a
voice loud enough for other neighbors to hear, as in It’s starting to get chilly here!, I
might as well turn into a polar bear!. In this example, the speakers implied the
request without clearly referring to it. Such an off-record strategy relates to the idea of
“implicature” as discussed early. Hence, off record FTAs make use of “metaphor and
irony, rhetorical questions, understatement, tautologies, all kinds of hints as to what a
speaker wants or means to communicate, without doing so directly, so that the
meaning is to some degree negotiable” (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 69).
Furthermore, off-record FTAs can be accomplished non-verbally, for example, when
a person at dinner table looks at a piece of bread instead of requesting it.
The idea of strategies is significant as they help to describe the numerous
ways in which politeness is conveyed in communication in a systematic way (Kádár
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& Haugh, 2013). However, beside the strategies identified for politeness, Brown and
Levinson (1987) studied how speakers choose the best level of politeness to use. They
highlighted three main contextual factors which can measure the intensity of an FTA:
relative power (P), social distance (D) and ranking of imposition (R). Relative power
(P) refers to the degree to which the speaker can make the hearer do what the speaker
wants; it is the power of the speaker over the hearer. This factor can be determined by
having greater physical strength by the speaker than the hearer or, in most cases, by
being in a hierarchical relationship with the hearer. An example of power is in the
classroom in which the teacher has higher power (P+) than a student (P-). Classmates
of the same course would normally have equal power (P=).
As the second variable in brown and Levinson, social distance (D) is
concerned with the degree of familiarity between interactants: how well the speaker
and the hearer know each other. People who interact frequently, such as close friends
and housemates, have low social distance (D-). People who do not know each other
have high social distance (D+), for example, strangers on the street or a new customer
in a shop. People who do not know each other well, but have something in common,
normally have medium social distance (D+/-), for example, a classmate in the same
class whom one has not spoken before.
As the third contextual variable, ranking of imposition (R) refers to the type of
imposition the speaker applies on his hearer. It concerns the “cost” to the hearer of
performing the speaker’s request. A ranking of Impositions is on the basis of the
expenditure of services (including the provision of time and money) and of goods
(non-material goods like information, expression of regard and other payments
included) (Brown and Levinson, 1987). A high-imposition (R+) request requires more
negative politeness, thus, modification devices are needed to soften the imposition
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due to the great deal of trouble caused to the hearer, as in asking the hearer to lend
$5000. Whereas, a low-imposition (R-) request may not even need modification
elements, as the case in asking the hearer to lend a pencil.
The seminal work of Brown and Levinson (1987) on politeness highlights its
important relation to "indirect speech acts" and "face". This is a claim made by Searle
(1975, p. 64); “politeness is the chief motivation for indirectness”. The speaker, in
indirect speech acts, “communicates to the hearer more than he actually says by way
of relying on their mutually shared background information, both linguistic and nonlinguistic, together with the rational powers of rationality and inference on the part of
the hearer" (Searle, 1975, p. 60-61).
Now that the major concepts of pragmatics (i.e., speech acts, cooperative
principle, directness and politeness) have been reviewed, it has to be emphasized that
to all language users, mastering the pragmatics of communication poses a challenge,
and this challenge is particularly demanding for L2 learners (Timpe-Laughlin, 2017).
Learning a language involves much more than just grasping its grammatical structures
and linguistic forms. Empirical studies have argued that L2 learners, even high
proficient ones who have a good mastery of grammatical linguistics and vocabulary,
may fail to function pragmatically in the target language, indicating an underdevelopment of pragmatic competence or as it can be called interlanguage
pragmatics (ILP) or L2 pragmatics, which the current study is situated in.
Relying solely on their grammatical and lexical competences, L2 learners
engage in situations expecting successful communication, while, in fact, contextual
knowledge, cultural norms, and social conventions are equally important to successful
communication. Therefore, when attempting to perform communicative functions,
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they are more likely to encounter what Thomas (1983) described “pragmatic failure”
which is explained in the next section.
Pragmatic Failure
Pragmatic failure is a communication misstep that occurs when L2 learners
fail to convey and comprehend intended meaning in social interaction resulting in
pragmatic errors such as, impatience, arrogance, impoliteness or rudeness. Conveying
meaning necessitates speakers to know how to convey intended meaning “with the
level of formality, politeness and directness required in a situation, or sometimes not
to speak at all and communicate intentions only non-verbally” (Taguchi & Roever,
2017, p. 2), while comprehending meaning requires listeners to accurately interpret
both verbal and non-verbal signs to understand what is said and what is implied.
Drawing from the pragmalinguistic-sociopragmatic distinction mentioned earlier,
pragmatic failure can be broken down into pragmalinguistic failure and
sociopragmatic failure. Thomas (1983) argued that pragmalinguistic failure is
basically “a linguistic problem, caused by differences in the linguistic encoding of
pragmatic force”, whereas sociopragmatic failure “stems from cross-culturally
different perceptions of what constitutes appropriate linguistic behavior” (p. 99).
This failure of communication is caused by the lack of awareness of
sociocultural conventions or norms of language use as well as reliance on
sociocultural conventions of the first language (L1) forming a negative transfer of the
pragmatic norms of the L1 to the target language. Learners of a specific L2 are at the
same time native speakers of another language. Therefore, they may assume that
“certain norms, strategies and phrases that are used in their native language to achieve
a certain purpose can also be employed in a translated form in their L2 to achieve the
same purpose” (Schauer, 2009, p. 16). However, this behavior of transfer can be
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distinguished as positive if the pragmatic forms and strategies of the L1 match those
of L2 allowing L1 pragmatic knowledge to be transferred to the L2 (Kasper, 1992).
Pragmatic transfer and pragmatic failure have been of interest to many
scholars since the early days of L2 pragmatics research (e.g., Barron, 2003; Olshtain
& Cohen, 1983; Kasper, 1992; Su, 20I0). Several researchers have studied the effects
of pragmatic transfer or pragmatic failure on different speech acts specifically among
Arabic native speaking learners of English (e.g., Al Falasi, 2007; Abed 2011;
Althigafi, 2017, to mention a few). Althigafi (2017), for example, examined
pragmatic failure in compliment responses produced by Saudi Arabic non-native
speakers of English using a Discourse Completion Test (DCT) by comparing their
responses with responses produced by native speakers of American English, and
findings showed that the participants did not produce target-like compliment
responses in many of the given situations.
This discussion leads to the field of cross-cultural pragmatics (CCP) which
describes interactions not just between native and non-native speakers, but “any
communication between two people who, in any particular domain, do not share a
common linguistic or cultural background” (Thomas, 1983, p. 91), and stresses the
notion that verbal and non-verbal means of communication for performing a
communicative act as well as the sociocultural conventions and norms behind the act
are often different across cultures. CCP research (e.g., Blum-Kulka, House & Kasper,
1989) typically compares two or more language groups to explore how certain
speaking characteristics within each community constitute a manifestation of a tactic
system of cultural rules that reflect a society’s way of speaking; the way language is
used shapes culture and culture shapes the way language is used.
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Summary
This chapter introduced the field of pragmatics. It reviewed early models of
communicative competence in the field (i.e., Canale & Swain, 1980; Bachman, 1990;
Bachman & Palmer, 1996; 2010) and described the historical perspective of how the
conceptualization of pragmatic competence as an essential component of
communicative competence has evolved over time. For example, Bachman and
Palmer (1996, 2010) situated pragmatic competence as a core constituent. Paving the
way for introducing another field that emerged from pragmatics, this chapter, then,
discussed four central concepts of pragmatics: speech act (as proposed by Austin and
developed by Searle), cooperative principle, directness and politeness. Following that,
it presented the field of ILP, or so called L2 pragmatics, as a disciplinary domain
which the current study is situated in, along with brief introductions of three
important topics in L2 pragmatics: pragmatic transfer, pragmatic failure and CCP.
Austin’s, Searle’s, Grice’s and Brown and Levinson’s work as well as the
notions of pragmatic transfer and pragmatic failure have been the central to the L2
pragmatics which have inspired a large amount of research studies to explore the
development of pragmatic competence. Correspondingly, these models of
communicative competence have been applied to practice in pedagogy and
assessment of L2 pragmatics. Therefore, the next entire chapter is devoted to the field
of ILP.
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Chapter Three
Interlanguage Pragmatics (ILP)
Introduction
“I want handouts”, says a non-native speaker of English who goes to his
professor to request a copy of handouts from the past week’s lecture because he has
been sick in the previous week (Al-Gahtani & Roever, 2013, p. 421). Another student
in the same situation says, “Could you give me the handouts for the last time?” (AlGahtani & Roever, 2013, p. 418). Although both requests are grammatically wellstructured, they would not be considered equally appropriate in most English
language university settings. Due to the unequal relationship between student and
professor, the second student’s request is more polite and, thus, would likely to be
preferred (Taguchi & Roever, 2017). How L2 learners come to know what to say
when and to whom is the central discussion of this chapter.
The previous chapter focused mainly on the field of pragmatics in general
which has been the fundamental source discipline for L2 pragmatics. It reviewed the
theoretical basis of general pragmatics that was transferred to the field of L2
pragmatics, which the present study is situated in. Shifting the focus, this chapter
sheds light on the field of ILP in six main sections. It first introduces the field of ILP,
which is located at the interface of SLA and pragmatics. It then explains the current
situation of research in L2 pragmatics and presents “acquisitional pragmatics” as a
sub-field of ILP. To better understand the Saudi L2 learners’ pragmatic acquisition
and development in the SA context, it then discusses four guiding theoretical
approaches of SLA that are applied to the acquisition and development of L2
pragmatics research and are relevant to the current investigation: the two-dimensional
hypothesis, noticing hypothesis, sociocultural theory, and language socialization.
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Next, it discusses the SA environment as a learning context and its role in pragmatic
development, and reviews the necessary available literature. It then reviews the
existing research on the pragmatic features that have received the greater attention by
research in the SA context, along with a glance at the most methodological
perspectives used for examination. Lastly, this chapter reviews instruments widely
used in the research on assessing pragmatic competence in L2 pragmatics research,
and concludes with general remarks obtained from the review of the literature.
L2 Pragmatics: The Disciplinary Domain
Since the late 1970s, pragmatics has been treated as an object of research in
SLA, i.e., a field which “deals with the learning of a language in addition to one’s
native language (or native languages, in case of simultaneous bilinguals), and tries to
account for commonalities in learners’ developmental trajectories, as well as
differences in their rate of learning and ultimate attainment” (Taguchi & Roever,
2017, p. 15). As a field, SLA came out of work on first language acquisition which
revealed that there are predictable stages that people go through in acquiring the first
language (L1) (Brown, 1973). On the other hand, Dulay and Burt (1973, 1974a,
1974b), extended this research to include the acquisition of a second language, and
similar findings were obtained. Thus, the concept interlanguage was coined first by
Selinker (1972) to refer to the L2 learners’ errors and how L2 learners develop a rule
system for a target language which they are learning. As a branch of SLA, ILP, hence,
is about L2 learners’ knowledge, use, acquisition of L2 pragmatic ability and
development in performing sociocultural functions (Kasper & Rose, 2001; Taguchi,
2017). In light of this, pragmatics “bridges the gap between the system side of
language and the use side, and relates both of them at the same time. ILP brings the
study of acquisition to this mix of structure and use” (Bardovi-Harlig, 2010, p. 219).
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There is an increasing body of definitions of ILP. The original definition can be traced
back to Kasper and Dahl (1991, p. 216), who stated that “interlanguage pragmatics
will be defined in a narrow sense, referring to nonnative speakers’ (NNSs’)
comprehension and production of speech acts, and how their L2-related speech act
knowledge is acquired.”
By its very name, ILP is a “hybrid” discipline situated at the intersection of
pragmatics and SLA research (Kasper & Blum-Kulka, 1993, p. 3). It applies theories,
principles and frameworks of pragmatics to explore how L2 learners encode and
decode meaning in their L2 (Schauer, 2009). This interdisciplinary or hybrid nature
of ILP is illustrated by Kasper and Rose’s (2002) definition which reflects a more
holistic view of language use:
As the study of second language use, interlanguage pragmatics examines how
nonnative speakers comprehend and produce action in a target language. As
the study of second language learning, interlanguage pragmatics investigates
how L2 learners develop the ability to understand and perform action in a
target language (p. 5).
Drawing from Kasper and Rose’s (2002) definition of ILP, two important
aspects of interlanguage pragmatics research are underlined. On the one hand, the
first part of this definition emphasizes that L2 pragmatic competence entails two
pragmatic sub-competencies (i.e. productive pragmatic competence and receptive
pragmatic competence) as part of language learners’ pragmatic competence in their
L2 (Ren, 2015; Schauer, 2009). Productive pragmatic competence, on the one hand,
refers to the one’s ability to vary language uses appropriately to achieve a specific
purpose based on the context (Ishihara, 2006; Thomas, 1983). On the other hand,
receptive pragmatic competence encompasses two aspects: pragmatic comprehension
and pragmatic perception (Bardovi-Harlig, 2001). While pragmatic comprehension
refers to the ability to comprehend meaning as intended (Ishihara, 2006; Schauer,
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2009), pragmatic perception refers to the ability to judge the appropriateness of
utterances based on the particular context (Tada, 2005). In the literature, terms such
as pragmatic comprehension and pragmatic awareness have been used to refer to “a
hearer’s ability to correctly infer an interlocutor’s intended meaning” (Schauer, 2009,
p.17). Hence, it is important for L2 learners to be able to produce utterances that are
contextually appropriate to the target language, yet, they also must be aware of what
constitutes appropriate linguistic behavior in a range of social situations in their L2 or
foreign language.
While the focus of the majority of research on L2 pragmatics is on learners’
productive pragmatic competence (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 2016; BlumKulka, House, & Kasper, 1989; Gass & Neu, 1996; Putz & Aertselaer, 2008), only a
few studies investigated learners’ receptive pragmatic competence (e.g., BardoviHarlig & Dörnyei, 1998; Garcia, 2004; Ren, 2015; Taguchi, 2008b, 2011b). However,
although the two pragmatic sub-competencies, (i.e., productive and receptive), are
well acknowledged in the literature, few studies in L2 pragmatics have explored the
two pragmatic sub-competencies simultaneously, with the exception of BardoviHarlig (2009), Bardovi-Harlig and Bastos (2011), Ren (2015), Schauer (2009), and
Taguchi (2012). Therefore, more studies incorporating both constructs in instruments
are warranted to better understand the acquisition of L2 pragmatic competence
(Taguchi, 2010), which is the aim of the current study.
Second, the other part of Kasper and Rose’s (2002) definition of ILP
demonstrates that this field also involves investigating both learners’ acquisition and
development of L2 pragmatic competence. Nevertheless, L2 pragmatics research has
focused more on learners’ pragmatic use rather than learners’ pragmatic development
(Bardovi-Harlig, 1999; Kasper & Rose, 2002; Kasper & Schmidt, 1996). Hence,

48

Bardovi-Harlig (1999) believed that a distinction should be made between ILP and
what she called acquisitional pragmatics, which what this dissertation is about. The
next section discusses acquisitional pragmatics.
Acquisitional Pragmatics
The study of use, rather than learning, dominates interlanguage pragmatics
(Kasper, 1992). Interlanguage pragmatics studies “how nonnative speakers
comprehend and produce action in a target language” (Kasper, & Rose, 2002, p.5).
Acquisitional pragmatics “describes the sub-domain of ILP dedicated exclusively to
investigating how the L2 pragmatic system develops” (Timpe-Laughlin, 2017, p.
103). In other words, acquisitional pragmatics is a branch in ILP that is designated as
an investigation devoted exclusively to the development of the L2 pragmatic system.
Therefore, “[a]ll studies of L2 pragmatics belong to interlanguage pragmatics, but not
all interlanguage pragmatics studies are acquisitional” (Bardovi-Harlig, 2013, p. 69).
Then, what makes a study of ILP acquisitional? According to Bardovi-Harlig (1999,
2013), an acquisitional research in ILP investigates two fundamental issues: changes
within the L2 pragmatic system and influences on that system. Hence, going beyond a
simple description of pragmatic use, developmental studies tend to capture changes in
pragmatic knowledge and competence from one point in time to another (Taguchi &
Roever, 2017). In the current study, both terms of acquisitional pragmatics and
developmental pragmatics are used interchangeably to refer to the same concept.
The small number of studies conducted on learners’ pragmatic development in
the first 20 years of ILP research made Bardovi-Harlig (1999) conclude in that “not
only was interlanguage pragmatics not fundamentally acquisitional, but it was, in fact,
fundamentally not acquisitional” (p. 679). The dearth of research on ILP development
was first noticed by Kasper (1992) and later emphasized by Kasper and Schmidt
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(1996). Therefore, to understand the acquisition of L2 pragmatics, more studies on
how L2 learners acquire L2 pragmatics and how their L2 pragmatic competence
develops are needed (Bardovi-Harlig, 1999, 2013).
Much of the historical work in L2 pragmatic claim to be developmental in nature.
Numerous studies accounted for the outcomes of pragmatic development, yet, they
did not often provide insights into the process(es) of L2 pragmatic acquisition, as they
were not designed to investigate the development (Timpe-Laughlin, 2017). This made
Kasper and Rose (2002) argue that numerous past studies considered only
developmental sequences in “post hoc explanations of findings rather than serving as
the motivating force of a study” (p. 61). Nevertheless, the investigation L2
acquisitional pragmatic is now garnering greater attention than ever before. Evidence
of this development of the field can be found in recent works (e.g., Ren, 2015;
Taguchi, 2012; Al-Gahtani & Roever 2015, to mention a few) (See Taguchi &
Reover, 2017; Timpe-Laughlin, 2017, for review).
As mentioned earlier, the field of SLA has been a fundamental source
discipline for L2 pragmatics. Therefore, theoretical frameworks have been brought to
L2 pragmatics from SLA. Much of the work on acquisitional pragmatics has been
studied from SLA theoretical paradigms, focusing on L2 pragmatics learning
progressions and (individual) learning trajectories. The next section reviews different
theoretical perspectives of SLA that are relevant for the present investigation and are
hoped to assist in the explanation of Saudi students’ developmental pragmatic
pathways in a SA context.
Theoretical Approaches in L2 Pragmatic Development
To date, the acquisition and development of L2 pragmatics have been
prevalently studied from two different standpoints: cognitive-psychological theories
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(e.g., Bialystok, 1993; Schmidt, 1993) and socially-oriented theoretical paradigms
such as sociocultural theory (e.g., Vygotsky, 1978, 1986, 1987; Lantolf, 2000; Lantolf
& Thorne, 2006) and language socialization (e.g., Ochs,1996) which the present study
adapts to investigate how Saudi L2 learners develop their L2 pragmatic competence
during their SA experience.
Taking the cognitive-psychological perspective, two influential models
addressing acquisition in L2 pragmatics were proposed in Kasper and Blum-Kulka’s
seminal book Interlanguage Pragmatics (1993): the two-dimensional hypothesis
(Bialystok, 1993) and the noticing hypothesis (Schmidt, 1993, 1995, 2001), which are
discussed next.
The two-dimensional hypothesis. Bialystok (1993) explained acquisition of
pragmatics from two cognitive components of language ability: analysis of
knowledge and control of processing. Analysis of knowledge refers to the way of
“making explicit, or analyzing, a learner’s implicit knowledge of a domain”
(Bialystok, 1993, p. 48). Control of processing, on the other hand, is the process of
“controlling attention to relevant and appropriate information and integrating those
forms in real time” (Bialystok, 1993, p. 48). This model emphasized the differences
between children and adults in the acquisition process of L2 pragmatic competence
and argued that pragmatic knowledge needs to be developed first before it can be
processed. It explains that children’s L2 pragmatic and linguistic competences
develop simultaneously, in contrast, adult L2 learners possess representations of
universal pragmatic knowledge and strategies in their L1 (e.g., greetings, invitations,
turn-taking and knowledge of politeness) which indicates that they are already fully
competent in L1 pragmatics and only need to learn a new set of representations while
control pre-existing pragmatic representations. Yet, acquiring processing control over
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preexisting pragmatic representations in L2 is still a challenge for adult L2 learners.
They need to learn new pragmalinguistic forms, along with the social contexts in
which they occur (Taguchi, 2012). In a comparison with the two-dimensional model,
research in L2 pragmatics has paid more attention to Schmidt’s noticing hypothesis
(1993, 1995, 2001, 2010) as a grounding theoretical framework, which is reviewed
next.
Noticing hypothesis. The noticing hypothesis capitalizes on learners’
“attention to linguistic forms, functional meanings, and the relevant contextual
features is required” for the learning of L2 pragmatics (Schmidt, 1993, p. 35).
Schmidt (1993, 1995, 2001) claimed that input becomes intake and leads to
acquisition only if relevant input features are noticed, that is registered under attention
or detected under awareness. Attention controls access to consciousness and
awareness. In pragmatics, it is important to mention that noticing refers to not just
focusing on form(s) alone; for pragmatic input to become intake, noticing linguistic
forms in relation to functional meanings and relevant contextual features is required.
Schmidt (1995, 2010) further distinguished two levels of awareness: noticing and
understanding. Noticing which requires attention for learning to occur refers to the
speakers’ conscious registration of occurrences of some events, whereas
understanding involves how learners recognize general rules, principles or patterns.
As Schmidt (1995, p. 29) stated, noticing refers to “surface-level phenomena and item
learning, while understanding refers to deeper level of abstraction related to
(semantic, syntactic, or communicative) meaning, system learning”. Clarifying the
intended distinction between the two terms, Schmidt (1995) described:
In pragmatics, awareness that on a particular occasion someone says to their
interlocutor something like, “I’m terribly sorry to bother you but if you have
time could you look at this problem?” is a matter of noticing, Relating the
various forms used to their strategic development in the service of politeness
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and recognizing their co-occurrence with elements of context such as social
distance, power, level of imposition and so on, are all matters of
understanding (p. 30).
Studies in the late 1990s and onward were strongly influenced by the noticing
hypothesis. In fact, most impact of this model was apparent in research on
instructional intervention as an operationalized model for their treatment conditions.
Such instructional studies compared teaching methods and discussed whether
instruction should be explicit or implicit (i.e. with or without providing
metapragmatic information that describes the pragmatic function of some speech).
Other studies adapting Schmidt hypothesis have explored the implementation of tasks
with explicit orientation, such as an awareness-raising approach and input
enhancement in teaching L2 pragmatics.
As the noticing hypothesis and the two-dimensional model address different
phases of the L2 learning process (i.e., initial phase of input selection and the
development of already available knowledge, respectively), “they are not in
competition but rather complement each other” (Kasper & Rose, 2002, p. 22).
Therefore, both models are essential for explaining Saudi L2 learners’ pragmatic
developmental pathways in the present study. Both models have been adapted by
numerous L2 pragmatics studies to explain how and why L2 learners acquire
pragmatic norms/structures and forms (e.g., Ren, 2015; Takahashi, 2005; Taguchi,
2012). In SLA, an increased attention was also given to the social foundation of
language learning which corresponds to the discovery of socially-oriented theories
such as sociocultural theory (SCT) and language socialization (LS). In the sections
that follow, each theory is discussed.
Sociocultural theory (SCT). The SCT highlights the role of social interaction
in promoting pragmatics learning and development. The SCT finds its theoretical
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roots in a work proposed by Lev Vygotsky (1978, 1986, 1987) to refer to the human
learning processes in general, which includes language learning as well. Later, SLA
researchers, such as Lantolf, Thorne, Pavlenko, and Lapkin extended and modified
Vygotsky’s theory to appropriate it to SLA with a focus mainly on how SLA can be
explained through the sociocultural perspective. In other words, SCT studies how L2
learners acquire language when they collaborate and interact with other speakers.
Thus, it views interaction as fundamental social and constitutive of the learning itself.
Kasper and Rose (2002) described social interaction as “encounters in which at least
two participants are co-present and engaged in a joint activity, either within the same
temporal and spatial frame or within a shared temporal frame only, in which case the
spatial displacement is compensated through electronic devices such as the telephone
or Internet facilities” (p. 3).
The most fundamental tenet of sociocultural theory is that human mental
functioning is related to cultural and historical settings. It argues that “while human
neurobiology is a necessary condition for higher order thinking, the most important
forms of human cognitive activity develop through interaction within social and
material environments” (Lantolf & Thorne, 2007, p. 207). Such cultural and linguistic
settings include family life, peer groups, schooling and organized sports activities.
Hence, interactions with people and participation in socially and culturally organized
activities drive psychological development. Children or novices acquire new
knowledge as they participate in joint social activities.
The central concept of the theory is that higher human cognition is mediated
by tools and signs that are higher-level symbolic artifacts (i.e., language, literacy,
categorization, numeracy, rationality, logic, etc.), all of which derive from the
historical accumulation of human cultural activity and development. For humans,
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language is the most pervasive and powerful cultural artifact to mediate their
interaction to the world, to each other, and to themselves (Lantolf & Thorne, 2007).
Thus, it is an important mediational tool in the development of higher mental
processes of learners because it regulates mental functions and behavior (Vygotsky,
1986). Explaining the relationship between social interaction and the development of
the higher cognitive functions, Vygotsky (1981) stated:
Any function in the child's cultural development appears twice, on two planes.
First it appears on the social plane, and then on the psychological plane. First
it appears be- tween people as an interpsychological category, and then within
the child as an intrapsychological category (p. 163).
As knowledge is internalized through the use of semiotic tools, learning is also
mediated socially via interaction, as illustrated in the Vygotskian (1978) concept of
the zone of proximal development (ZPD) or “the site where social forms of mediation
develop" (Lantolf, 2000, p. 16). ZPD refers to the domain of knowledge or skill
where learners who have little knowledge or experience would not be capable of
performing independently, unless with an expert’s assistance from more capable
peers. The ZPD necessarily requires interaction between an expert and a novice in
which the expert transmits an ability or knowledge to the novice through social
interactions which lead to successful mental development.
Cognitivists' approach to SLA views interaction as a source of input to be
analyzed by individual cognitive mechanisms. Unlikely, sociocultural studies
conceive of interaction as an impetus for learning and as competency in its own right,
rather than just a means for acquiring morpho-syntax and lexis. Language is a means
for communication and a tool for thinking, therefore, social interaction, as the place
for language use, is learning itself and viewed as a competence in its own right
(Kasper & Rose, 2002).
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It is worth reflecting, at this point, on the fact that most research adapting the
sociocultural theory and the role of social interaction in pragmatics learning has taken
place in L2 classrooms rather than in informal settings. However, interaction between
experts and novice members often occur in naturalistic environments, such as SA,
sojourn or immersion, where L2 learners have daily contact with local members. In
such situations, community members may act as expert speakers, assisting in learners'
ZPD and pushing them to a higher level of pragmatic knowledge and awareness.
(Taguchi & Roever, 2017).
In light of the previous discussion on the role of interaction in promoting and
developing L2 pragmatics, acquisition of pragmatic knowledge can also be explained
through another theoretical framework known as language socialization (LS) that can
help to understand the Saudi students’ acquisition and development of pragmatic and
communicative competence through interaction with others who are more
knowledgeable or proficient during their SA experience.
Language socialization (LS). As summarized by Duff and Talmy (2011),
language socialization (LS) finds its theoretical roots in a range of disciplines and
frameworks, such as linguistic anthropology (Hymes, 1972; Schieffelin & Ochs,
1986), sociology (e.g., Giddens, 1979, 1984), cultural psychology (e.g., Lave &
Wenger, 1991; Rogoff, 1995, 2003), sociocultural theory and activity theory (e.g.,
Leontiev, 1981;Vygotsky, 1978), systemic functional linguistics (e.g., Halliday,
1980/2003), semiotics (e.g., Hanks, 1992), literary theory (e.g., Bakhtin, 1981), and
discursive psychology (Bamberg, 2000; Korobov & Bamberg, 2004). LS represents a
broad framework with a primary aim of understanding of the development of
linguistic, cultural, and communicative competence through children’s verbal
interaction with more proficient individuals (Duff & Talmy, 2011). According to Duff
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(2007), LS refers to “the process by which novices or newcomers in a community or
culture gain communicative competence, membership, and legitimacy in the group”
(p.310). As a process, it is mediated by language with the goal of mastering
“linguistic conventions, pragmatics, the adoption of appropriate identities, stances
(e.g., epistemic or empathetic) or ideologies, and other behaviors associated with the
target group and its normative practices” (Duff, 2007, p. 310). LS argues that both
language knowledge and cultural knowledge are required during the socialization
process and cannot be separated. In this process, a novice (e.g., child, student or
immigrant) is socialized through the use of language, and is socialized to use
language through engaging in communicative encounters and participation in
recurrent interactions with more knowledgeable and experienced members of the
community (e.g., parents, teachers or native speakers) in order to become an active
and a competent member in that community (Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986; Moore,
2008). In this sense, language is both the means and the end of the socialization
process. LS perceives language acquisition to be closely intertwined with the
acquisition of socio-cultural knowledge.
LS is not limited to first language (L1); it is also identified in L2; L2
socialization shares many of the same principles and objectives as L1 socialization.
Unlike L1 socialization, L2 socialization deals with issues related to children or adults
who have already developed repertoires in linguistic, discursive and cultural practices
in their native language as they interact with veterans from a new community (Duff,
2007; Duff & Talmy, 2011). Consequently, they may resist conforming to the norms
of the new community. Duff (2002, 2003, 2004) argued that L2 learners during their
socialization process, for a variety of reasons, may not receive the same levels of
acceptance, access or accommodation within the new discourse communities as their
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L1 counterparts do. She further explained:
[Some L2 socialization participants], of course, may be warmly embraced and
supported by their new communities. Others may be highly motivated to
become socialized into the norms and practices of new L2 communities but
may face resistance or opposition from those expected to nurture them; or,
regardless of the target community’s attitudes toward them, they may not be
fully invested in becoming socialized into the ways of this group because their
future trajectories and goals may not require it (Duff, 2007, p. 310).
As recommended by Cai and Wing (2013), this research study hopes to find out how
Saudi L2 learners deal with their resistances, if there is any, to accepting and adapting
L2 pragmatics in order to achieve successful communication and what some efficient
ways to deal with such resistance.
To summarize, engaging in social routines with more proficient interlocutors
facilitates learners’ development. However, the more proficient interlocutors are also
socialized by novices or L2 learners into their expert/old-timer roles. The experts
learn from novices about their specific and distinct communicative needs, and they
also learn about their own perspectives and prior experiences. In this way, the
internalization and reproduction of existing L2 cultural and communicative practices
make socialization bidirectional (Duff & Talmy, 2011).
LS is premised on two assumptions: 1) acquiring language is deeply affected
by the process of becoming a competent member of a community and 2) the process
of becoming a competent member of that community is realized primarily through
language, that is, by acquiring knowledge of its functions and interpretations in and
across socially defined situations which is largely achieved through interaction and
participation in exchanges of language in particular social situations (Schieffelin &
Ochs, 1996). As Ochs (1996) claimed, “part of such socialization being a
socialization to use language meaningfully, appropriately, and effectively” (p. 408).
Mirroring this statement, Blum-Kulka (1997) emphasized the role of pragmatic
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development in language acquisition and proposed the term “pragmatic socialization”
to refer to the process in which L2 novices “are socialized to use language in context
in socially and culturally appropriate ways” (p. 3) and how they use “rules regulating
conversation, such as the choice of topics, rules of turn-taking, modes of storytelling,
and rules of politeness” (p. 12).
Ochs (1986, 1990) argued that pragmatic socialization can be either explicit or
implicit processes. Explicit socialization is the process used when social and
linguistic norms shared by members of society are taught overtly and that direct
feedback and correction are given to L2 learners’ inappropriate pragmatic use.
Explicit socialization occurs when a more competent member of the community
directly tells an L2 novice learner how and when to speak in specific contexts and
gives explanations when events and activities happen. However, although explicit
socialization is the most salient to observe, “the greatest part of sociocultural
information is keyed implicitly” (Ochs, 1990, p. 291). Implicit socialization is the
process used when community members signal linguistics and sociocultural
information in an implicit way by using particular pragmalinguistic forms in front of
L2 learners or providing repairs to learners’ pragmatic language use. In implicit
socialization, learning occurs when an L2 novice learner participates in everyday
activities, observes and interacts with more expert members of the community.
In this sense, the realm of research in second language socialization entails
aspects of the acquisition or development of pragmatics (i.e., features of optimal
language use in social contexts) and, thus, revolved around how L2 learners develop
pragmatic competence (Kasper, 2001). This approach is thus eminently capable of
examining how Saudi L2 English students develop the pragmatics and the norms of
the host community. LS is theoretically compatible with the aim of the current study
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as it provides a new view of pragmatic knowledge and a renewed explanation as to
how this knowledge develops.
Although the majority of early pragmatic socialization research in the late
1970s and early 1980s was built upon the work of child’s L1 developmental
pragmatics, several existing L2 pragmatics studies have adapted LS approach (e.g.,
Diao, 2016; Dufon, 2010; Shiri, 2015; Shively, 2011, to name a few). Diao (2016),
for example, studied the use of effective sentence-final particles through analyzing
conversations occurred between three American learners of L2 Chinese and their
Chinese roommates in a college dorm in China, and the focus was on how gender is
constructed and indexed through language. She revealed learners’ developing
understanding of effective sentence final particles as gendered practices through peer
socialization. The findings showed how the American students become socialized into
using these particles as gendered linguistic practices in the dorm conversations. Diao's
(2016) study also demonstrated explicit and implicit socialization processes in how
the participants socialized to use language and socialized through language, and
revealed socialization affecting both novices and experts which illustrates the bidirectionality of socialization outcomes.
The last few sections reviewed the theoretical underpinnings of the present
study from cognitive-psychological and social perspectives. The adopted two
socially-oriented theories emphasize the notion that pragmatic learning and
development is fundamentally situated in context. Many pragmatics studies have
examined the pragmatic competence and development in diverse learning contexts,
one of which is a SA context. The next section discusses the role of SA environment
in L2 pragmatics learning and development, which the current study investigates,
along with a synthesis of findings of relevant studies.
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The Effect of SA Context on Pragmatic Development
SA is a context that is distinct both from local classroom learning setting and
from other forms of travel or residence in a country other than individual’s own
(Kinginger, 2017). As defined by Xiao (2015), the SA context is a pre-scheduled and
temporary stay that is based on educational purposes in a foreign country where the
target language is the native language and is the widely spoken language by the
people in the country. From this definition, five common elements distinguish the SA
context: 1) unlike immigrant language learners, SA students are temporary residents
in their host counties; 2) out-of-class exposure in a foreign country; 3) unlike most
tourism, stay in a foreign country is primarily undertaken for educational and
academic purposes; 4) stay in a foreign country where the target language is native
language; and 5) the target language is widely spoken by people in that country. In
the present study, travels without educational purposes are excluded from the
investigation. L2 learners may participate in short-term stays, ‘year-abroad’ programs
or even choose to pursue their higher studies in a native-language country.
It has become increasingly popular among students in Saudi Arabia to study
abroad in many countries such as the United States, Canada, England or Australia
where English language is widely spoken. One explanation behind this popularity of
SA is that Saudi L2 learners assume that they would benefit both linguistically and
culturally from studying in the native environment. Most of the time abroad is spent
outside of the classroom in which learners often cohabit with people who do not
speak their L1. In a SA environment, they are daily exposed to linguistic and cultural
occurrences that do not often exist in a domestic classroom setting. According to
Taguchi and Roever (2017), exposure to language input and cultural practices is
regarded as a key feature of the SA context that can facilitate L2 acquisition.
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ILP shares this perspective and considers the SA context to be beneficial in
pragmatics learning and development. The SA context is assumed to provide more
opportunities to communicate with native speakers, and these opportunities are
believed to lead to pragmatic gains (Kinginger, 2008, 2009). There are contextual
features unique to SA settings that are believed to assist in pragmatic development.
This includes: 1) recurrent opportunities to observe local norms of interactions; 2)
contextualized pragmatic practice and immediate feedback (implicit or explicit) on
that practice; 3) real-life consequences of pragmatic behavior; and 4) exposure to
variation in styles and communicative situations (Taguchi, 2015a; Taguchi & Roever,
2017; Taguchi, 2018).
Accordingly, a SA context is beneficial for L2 pragmatics learning and
development in several venues. First, L2 learners are presented with more
opportunities to participate in daily socioculturally-bound linguistic practices where
members of local communities interact, which are limited in a local classroom context
(Taguchi, 2015a; Taguchi & Roever, 2017). Second, in that context, there is diversity
of communicative situations, language functions, and personal styles that can help L2
learners develop their pragmatic awareness. Meaning, through interacting with local
members, L2 learners come to understand that their linguistic choices are guided by
contextual characteristics and by the person to whom they are speaking, which help
them perform communicative functions appropriately in situations (Taguchi &
Roever, 2017; Taguchi, 2018). The second benefit is also summarized by Kinginger
(2017, p. 228) who stated that L2 learners in SA have more “opportunities to observe
how the language they have learned is used in a range of settings and also to discover
linguistic varieties or registers not represented in classrooms, as well as links between
language use and the performance of identities.” Given the potential benefits of SA
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on pragmatics learning and development, the following question arises: Will SA in
the native country actually leads to pragmatic gains? The answer to this question is
illustrated in Bardovi-Harling and Dornyei’s (1998) study and a line of replications
(i.e., Schauer, 2006; Niezgoda & Roever, 2001). Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei (1998)
designed a pragmatic awareness task in which participants watched 20 video scenes
and judged the grammaticality and appropriateness of speech act utterances. They
found that English as a second language (ESL) learners in the United States were able
to identify more pragmatic errors than their EFL counterparts in Hungary. Moreover,
EFL learners ranked grammatical errors as more serious than pragmatic errors,
whereas ESL learners showed the opposite pattern. These findings support the benefit
of SA context on pragmatic competence.
In a replication of Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei’s (1998) study, Schauer’s
(2006) used the same task to examine how ESL learners’ awareness and assessment
of pragmatic and grammatical infelicities develop over a period of one academic year.
More specifically, the aim of her study was to explore whether students from mixed
proficiency levels who had spent one year in an English-speaking context had a
higher degree of pragmatic awareness at the end of their stay than professional
language learners who studied English in an intensive course in a foreign language
context. Findings of her study supported the idea that there is a link between SA
experience and pragmatic competence. Niezgoda and Roever’s (2001) replication
revealed opposite findings. They found that EFL learners in the Czech Republic
identified more grammatical and pragmatic errors than their counterparts in the U.S.
The results suggested that learners in the SA context do not always outperform their
counterparts in a local instructional context.
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More recently, Taguchi (2008a) examined Japanese ESL learners’
development of pragmatic comprehension over a four-month study abroad. Through a
listening task that measured the ability to comprehend two types of implied meaning:
indirect refusals and indirect opinions, she compared two groups of Japanese
students: 60 EFL learners in a college in Japan and 57 ESL learners in a college in the
United States. She found that, in both learner groups, there were significant gains in
both accurate and speedy comprehension of pragmatic meaning, but the magnitude of
gain in comprehension speed (measured in response time) was larger than the gain in
accuracy in comprehension. Taguchi’s (2011a) study revealed mixed findings. In this
cross-sectional study, she examined the effect of general proficiency and SA
experience on 64 Japanese L2 English learners’ pragmatic comprehension.
Participants were divided into three groups. Group 1 had lower proficiency and no SA
experience whereas group 2 had no SA experience, but group 3 had a minimum of
one year of SA experience in an English-speaking country. Through a pragmatic
listening test measuring their ability to comprehend conventional and
nonconventional implicatures, findings showed that there was a significant effect of
proficiency on response times but no effect of SA experience. Furthermore, in regard
to the comprehension of nonconventional implicature and routine expressions, it was
advantageous for students to have SA experience but not in indirect refusals.
The contradictory findings about SA effects in the previous studies support
Taguchi and Roever’s (2017) argument in that while it might be true that a SA
context offers opportunity for direct contact with community members, yet, whether
or not language learners can use these opportunities for their pragmatic development
depends on their individual characteristics (e.g., age, motivation, personality), stance
and investment. Such characteristics may withhold some L2 learners from the rich
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and frequent exposure to the L2 that SA promises. In fact, studies such as Kinginger
(2008) and Brown (2013) came to a conclusion that learners’ pragmatic development
is mediated by individual characteristics and their interface with the context. This
means that not all L2 learners’ pragmatic competence in SA is acquired or developed
in an equal manner. Linguistic immersion while abroad is increasingly a matter of
choice and perhaps an object of great struggle, thus, effort may be needed.
However, beside individual characteristics, a range of factors are believed to
shape the pathway of pragmatic development while abroad. Recent studies have
explored potential factors that may influence learners’ pragmatic gains during SA.
Churchill and DuFon (2006) reported several factors including living arrangements,
intensity of interaction, and length of stay in the environment of the native language.
These three factors are discussed next.
Living Arrangements
SA participants normally inhabit either in independent lodging, which could
be in institutional residence facilities or off-campus accommodations, or with a host
family. Living with a local host family is commonly viewed as the optimal context
due to the linguistic and cultural benefits of living with a homestay family. While
living with host families, students are believed to observe and to participate in a wide
range of everyday practices, thus, increasing their language proficiency and
intercultural awareness.
Homestay settings have been examined to determine whether or not there
really exists an advantage for SA students. For instance, using pretest and posttest
Simulated Oral Proficiency Interviews (SOPI), a holistic oral proficiency measure,
and surveys to examine beliefs of students and their hosts, Di Silvio, et al (2014)
investigated 152 students’ and 87 host families’ perspectives on the SA homestay
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experience and the relationship of those perceptions to student oral proficiency gains
after one semester abroad. Results showed that groups of learners of Spanish,
Mandarin, and Russian living in homestay placements made significant gains on the
SOPI.
However, while it might be true that the homestay context could be an ideal
environment for language learning, host-student interactions may be limited (Di
Silvio, Donovan & Malone, 2014). Not all host families are willing participants to
help engage in meaningful communication, which makes it not guaranteed for
students in the native language environment to regularly spend more time using the
L2, even when living with a homestay. Accordingly, they do not necessarily make
more progress than their peers who study the L2 at home (Taguchi, 2008a). Briggs
(2015) explained that L2 “learners who live alone or with speakers of their L1 may
sustain little L2 contact outside of class, and those living with native English speakers
may not interact with their cohabitants” (p. 130).
Intensity of Interaction
For SA students to make their experience worth-while and achieve meaningful
linguistic gains through out-of-class contact, they “need to have regular and
substantive interactions with native speakers, particularly those who can speak and
write properly in the [target language] and are willing to play the role of supportive
interlocutor in the process of SLA” (Wang, 2010, p. 51). Research has shown that the
opportunities to practice the target language outside the classroom could contribute to
the acquisition of different pragmatic abilities (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig & Bastos, 2011;
Eva Alcón-Soler, 2015). Since most opportunities offered for SA students to observe
and practice the target language are in out-of-class settings, several studies have
examined non-classroom interaction to determine whether out-of-class contact has a
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positive effect. When Bardovi-Harlig and Bastos (2011) examined the intensity of
interaction to the recognition and use of conventional expressions among SA learners,
results showed that the intensity of interaction had an influence on the production of
conventional expressions. Similarly, Shiri (2015) investigated patterns of student
interaction with members of the host families and explored the degree to which
students took advantage of this learning environment. Findings revealed that the
homestay offered a breadth and depth of experiences that affected students’ linguistic,
sociolinguistic, and cultural gains. Conversely, Wilkinson’s (1998) study revealed SA
students’ frustration of the little non-classroom interaction they had with native
speakers. In a qualitative study, Tanaka (2007) found that their 29 Japanese students
have very limited interactions with their host families.
Length of Stay
Several studies focusing on the length of stay in the L2 community have found
that the amount of time spent in the host country plays a role in increasing pragmatic
competence. Matsumura (2003), for example, found that the length of stay seems to
affect pragmatic awareness. Other studies (e.g., Han, 2005; Bardovi-Harlig & Bastos,
2011; Vilar-Beltrán, 2014) have not found a significant effect of length of stay on the
development of certain pragmatic aspects. For instance, Han (2005) investigated
request strategies and external modifications. The participants’ length of residence in
the US was different (i.e., less than one year, one to three years, at least 5 years). The
author did not find a clear effect of the length of residence on the development of
requests in terms of the employment of directness and external modifications.
Similarly, Bardovi-Harlig and Bastos (2011) examined the length of stay in the
recognition and use of conventional expressions among SA learners. They reported
that length of stay did not have an effect on either recognition or production.
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Other studies focused on the role of both intensity of interaction and length of
study on pragmatic gains (e.g., Bella, 2011; Félix-Brasdefer, 2013). Using role plays,
Bella (2011) examined whether length of residence or intensity of interaction
correlates more positively with pragmatic ability among native and non-native
speakers of Greek. The author found that length of residence is an insufficient
measure, whereas intensity of interaction can guarantee better results on the
development of pragmatic appropriateness and politeness. In the same vein, FélixBrasdefer (2013) analyzed refusals produced by American Spanish learners during an
eight-week summer program in Mexico. Results of this study also confirm previous
findings on the impact of intensity of interaction rather than length of stay on
pragmatic learning.
Similarly, Vilar-Beltrán (2014) investigated the effect of length of stay on
awareness and production of requests and request modifiers by 104 learners of
English from 31 different nationalities during SA in diverse durations. Findings
revealed that length of residence was unrelated to production of requests; it exerted a
negative effect on awareness of requests, and it was positively related with use of
request act modifiers. In other words, the researcher found that although the
pragmatic repertoire of internal and external modifiers increase over time, length of
stay does not affect learners' development of requests. More recently, Eva AlcónSoler (2015) explored the influence of pragmatic instruction and length of study
abroad on requests mitigators in e-mail communication performed by sixty Spanish
learners who were all enrolled for one academic year in six international language
schools in England. Results revealed that instruction had an immediate effect on the
production of e-mail request mitigators, but this effect is not sustained during the SA
period, which may suggest that length of stay interacts with instruction. The
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following sections look at the most methodological perspectives used for examination
in the SA context and review most pragmatic features studied.
Empirical Research on Pragmatic Competence in SA
By far, the SA context, among all learning contexts, has generated the most
empirical findings in pragmatics. This is represented in seminal book-length
publications that have appeared in the field (e.g., Barron, 2003; Cook, 2008;
Kinginger, 2008; Schauer, 2009; Taguchi, 2015b). The research reviewed in the
previous few sections indicate that there is a growing body of research examining the
effects of SA experience on the acquisition and development of pragmatic
competence (e.g., Barron, 2006; Cook, 2008; Kinginger, 2008; Schauer, 2009).
Pragmatic development during SA has been investigated from different
methodological perspectives. Previous research that explored learners’ L2 pragmatic
development can be classified mainly into two categories: cross-sectional and
longitudinal. Taking the first approach, studies investigated the development of
learners’ L2 pragmatic competence cross-sectionally collected data from two or more
cross-sections and compared pragmatic performance between learners in the host
country and at home. Numerous quantitative studies used a cross-sectional design and
compared learners’ pragmatic competence and development in a host country with
their counterparts in a local formal instructional context (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig &
Dornyei, 1998; Barron, 2003; Felix-Brasdefer, 2013; Felix-Brasdefer & HaslerBaker, 2015; Matsumura, 2001; Niezgoda & Roever, 2001; Schauer, 2006; Ren,
2012; Shimizu, 2009).
On the other hand, longitudinal studies (e.g., Al-Gahtani, & Roever, 2015a;
Barron, 2003; Ren, 2013; Ren, 2015; Schauer, 2009; Schmidt, 1983; Taguchi, 2012;
Woodfield, 2012) traced down learner’s pragmatic development during the stay in a
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host country. Longitudinal studies have the advantage of following the same learners
over an extended time period, enabling the researchers to detect changes in
knowledge and performance. Yet, longitudinal studies could have drawbacks of
risking the participants’ mortality, particularly over long periods of time, and the
large and unwieldy amount of data that is generated by repeated assessment (Taguchi
& Roever, 2017). The first longitudinal study in the field was by Schmidt (1983) who
examined a Japanese adult learner’s pragmatic development over three years in
Hawaii. Schmidt observed his participant’s performance of requests by making field
notes and analyzing monologues recorded by the participant. Having many studies
investigating the development of learners’ L2 pragmatic competence in SA contexts
cross-sectionally has proven this method to be the most popular one. Still, a small
number of research studies have combined both approaches (e.g., Al-Ghantani &
Roever, 2014a, b, 2015; Roever & Al-Gahtani, 2015). In the discussion that follows,
both types of research studies found on learners’ pragmatics acquisition and
development in SA are considered for review in regard to reporting developmental
trajectories in the learning of L2 pragmatics.
Most Pragmatic Features Examined in the SA Context
Different aspects of pragmatic features have been examined in the SA context.
The most pragmatic features investigated in the SA context are speech acts. Several
types of speech acts have been targeted: requests (e.g., Barron, 2003, 2007; Bataller,
2010; Cole & Anderson, 2001; Han, 2005; Schauer, 2006; Shively, 201l), apology
(Warga & Scholmeberger, 2007), refusal (e.g., Barron, 2007; Bella, 2011; FélixBrasdefer, 2013; Ren, 2014, 2015), suggestion and rejection (Bardovi-Harlig &
Hartford, 1993), advice-giving expressions (Matsumura, 2001, 2003), and leavetaking expressions (Kinginger, 2008). Another target pragmatic feature was
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comprehension of conversational implicatures (Taguchi, 2008a, 2009b, 2011a, 2012).
Among all those pragmatic features and speech acts that have received a great
deal of scrutiny in the SA context, it is on requests, refusals, and apologies that this
dissertation focuses on. Additionally, beside these three speech acts, this study also
focuses on conversational implicature. Examining this many of speech acts, both
receptive and productive pragmatic skills, as well as the use of implicature is crucial
in order to arrive at a more comprehensive assessment of the pragmatic competence
and obtain a fuller understanding of the paths of pragmatic development by Saudi L2
learners. Thus, the following sections review the literature on the selected four
aspects of pragmatics during SA.
Requests. Development of requesting has been the most thoroughly
investigated speech act in L2 developmental pragmatics research. This is because
requests are frequent in daily interactions, are made to different interlocutors, and can
be realized by a variety of linguistic forms that vary across languages and cultures
(Schauer, 2009). Some research revealed that the SA experience played a positive
role in learners’ L2 pragmatic development of requests. For instance, Schauer (2004,
2009) used Multimedia Elicitation Task (MET) to examine the pragmatic
development of nine German university students’ L2 English requests during their
SA. Data were collected three times over the period of one academic year. Results
revealed that the SA experience played a positive role in learners’ L2 pragmatic
development.
However, studies such as Shively (201l) and Al-Gahtani and Reover (2015)
highlighted the interplay of the pragmatic development and pragmatic norms of the
target community. Employing naturalistic data, Shively (201l) analyzed service
encounter interaction self-audio-recorded by seven American L2 Spanish learners
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while negotiating everyday situations during SA in Spain. The participants made
requests at three time points over a one-semester period. The analysis focused on
openings and requests, and examined the ways in which students’ pragmatic choices
shifted over time, considering the role of LS and explicit instruction in pragmatics in
that development. The results showed that the students’ requesting behavior changed
over time from the predominance of speaker-oriented forms to the greater use of
hearer-oriented and elliptical requests. Findings also showed a decrease in the use of
indirect and syntactically complex verb forms and a corresponding increase in the use
of direct and syntactically less complex structures. Shively explained that some
learners acquired request-making forms service exchanges by observing other
customers and adopting their forms, while others learned the forms through feedback
from their host families. The study demonstrated how learners were socialized into
the practices of the community group and developed their L2 pragmatics through the
regular use of language to create social meanings in interaction.
Al-Gahtani and Reover (2015) targeted Arabic L2 learners. Employing a
mixed cross-sectional and longitudinal design, the authors examined the development
of requests made by learners from a variety of L1 backgrounds of L2 Modern
Standard Arabic (MSA) over a five-month period at an intensive program in Saudi
Arabia. Longitudinally, the researchers collected data at the beginning and end of the
teaching semester, whereas they cross-sectionally collected data across the four
program levels. The results indicated that the development of requests by learners of
MSA is not a linear movement from direct to indirect requests but rather follows a Ushaped pattern where learners start out using direct requests, then reduce them and
increase their use of indirect requests, and eventually revert to direct requests.
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In a recent study, Cuza and Czerwionka (2017) used an experimental
computerized oral DCT to examine pragmatic acquisition of requests for Englishspeaking learners of Spanish during a six-week-immersion program Spain and in
three situational contexts: food and drink, general merchandise, and familial.
Requests made by learners (501 requests) and native speakers (224 requests) were
compared considering personal deictic orientation and directness of the requests. For
learners, shifts from speaker-oriented to hearer-oriented requests indicated greater
pragmatic development in food and drink and familial contexts. Beside requests, other
research also exists on other speech acts such as apologies.
Apologies. Overall, studies targeting the speech act of apology have similar
tendencies found in research on requests. Schauer (2009) investigated German SA
learners’ pragmatic awareness twice over one academic year during their SA in
United Kingdom. The study targeted several speech acts including apologies. The
results showed that the learners detected significantly more pragmatic infelicities at
the post-test than at the pre-test. Pragmatic violations were perceived by the SA
learners more seriously at the end than at the beginning of their SA period. Results
indicated that the learners’ pragmatic awareness increased significantly during SA in
the UK.
In a longitudinal study, Warga and Schölmberger (2007) investigated the
effect of a period of immersion in the target language community on the pragmatic
development of Austrian learners of French in the area of apologies during a tenmonth stay in Quebec. Data were collected using a four-item DCT designed to elicit
the speech act of apology and a questionnaire completed before and after the year
abroad. The results revealed that while some aspects of apologetic behavior led to an
increasingly L2-like pragmatic competence over time spent in the target language
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community, not all changes over the year abroad necessarily represent developments
towards the L2 norm. In addition to apologies, the pragmatic development of refusals
has also been researched fairly widely.
Refusals. Refusal is generally used when a speaker “denies to engage in an
action proposed by the interlocutor” (Chen, Ye & Zhang, 1995, p. 121). It can be
characterized as a response to another speech act (e.g., to a request, an invitation, a
suggestion, or an offer), rather than as a speech act initiated by the speaker.
According to Beebe and Takahashi, (1989), a refusal is considered “face-threatening
acts” (FTAs) in which that when a person says no, he or she is like committing an
offense against his/her interlocutors. A refusal is the most complicated speech act; it
often is often played out in lengthy sequences that involve negotiations and facesaving maneuvers to accommodate the noncompliant nature of the speech act. Since
refusal normally functions as a second pair part, it precludes extensive planning on
the refuser’s part (Alemi & Tajeddin, 2014; Houck & Gass, 1999). As pointed out by
Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990), the speech act of refusal has been
characterized as “a major cross-cultural ‘sticking point’ for many nonnative speakers,
and for that reason they are important for second language educators and others
involved in cross-cultural communication” (p. 56). Despite the great attention given
to the speech act of refusing in the field, the majority of studies on refusals have
focused on refusal strategies and/or adjuncts to refusals (e.g., Beebe et al. 1990; Ren
2012; to name a few).
Many pragmatics studies have been conducted on refusals across languages.
For example, Barron (2007) explored refusals by Irish English-speaking learners of
L2 German who spent a year studying abroad in Germany. Findings showed that
learners moved toward the target language norms in terms of upgrading refusals of
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offers. In Ren’s (2012) study, on the other hand, the participants were Chinese L2
English learners who were examined over the course of one academic year in the
U.K. The researcher used an 8-situation (MET) to explore the effect of learning
environment (SA vs. at home) on the pragmatic development of refusals. These
refusals were compared with those of 20 Chinese at-home students. Results showed
that ESL learners’ repertoire of refusal strategies increased. In regard to repertoire of
refusal strategies and that of refusal adjuncts, the author found that both groups
demonstrated significant development, thus indicating no significant benefit of SA in
these respects.
More recently, in a longitudinal study, Ren (2014) collected retrospective
protocols from 20 ESL learners at three points over 10 months during the learners' SA
sojourn in the U.K. thorough performing refusals using a DCT with a picture
illustrating the situation. After completing the DCT, Ren asked the learners what they
had attended to in formulating their answers and why they thought they had
responded in that particular way, supported by stimulated recall. He found that
learners attended more to sociopragmatic cues from the first to the second data
collection session, and there was evidence that their pragmatic knowledge changed
over time and became more target-like. The study showed the effect of SA on the
learners’ perceptions of the factors affecting their pragmatic productions across the
three phases. These effects were reflected by the decrease in pragmatic difficulties
and the increase in pragmatic knowledge reported by the learners.
Nevertheless, learning L2 pragmatics involves much more than just speech
acts. In support of this idea, Vellenga (2008) stated, “for learners, understanding
pragmatics involves knowing which form to select from a repertoire of possible
linguistic choices to express the appropriate illocutionary force as well as perform the
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desired speech act function” (p. 16). Another important area in which the lack of
pragmatic competence can create serious problems for L2 speakers and has
significantly less research exists is that of implicature.
Implicature. Significantly, less research has been found on the learning and
development of implicature, which, as defined earlier, is an additional level of
meaning conveyed beyond the surface meaning of what was said. In fact, no study
was found on the investigation of learners’ ability to produce implicature. Studies
such as Taguchi (2008a, 2009b, 2011a, 2012) mostly assessed L2 learners’
comprehension of implicature. In order to comprehend implicature, L2 learners need
to understand the Gricean maxims and reach to the most acceptable interpretation.
Taguchi in this series of studies used audio-recorded conversations that included
implicature in which ESL learners listened to them and selected the correct
interpretation of the target indirect utterances out of four possible interpretations, and
the results revealed mixed findings.
Taguchi (2008a, 2009b) examined the effect of proficiency on learners of
Japanese as a foreign language comprehending indirect refusals and indirect opinions
(conventional vs. nonconventional). In Taguchi (2008a) the comprehension was
analyzed for accuracy (scores) and speed (average time taken to answer each item
correctly) of learners of elementary and intermediate levels. Results showed that, in
both learner groups, accuracy and comprehension speed improved significantly over
time, and proficiency effect was observed on accuracy. In Taguchi’s (2009b) study,
she examined learners’ comprehension accuracy across three proficiency levels:
beginning, intermediate and advanced. The results of both studies showed that refusal
items were the easiest to comprehend, followed by conventional and non-
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conventional indirect opinions. The findings of these two studies were contradicted
by her later (2011a) findings.
In a cross-sectional study and adopting a similar design, Taguchi (2011a)
examined the effect of general proficiency and SA experience on pragmatic
comprehension in L2 English. Participants were 25 native English speakers and 64
Japanese college students of English divided into three groups. Group one (n = 22)
had lower proficiency and no SA experience. Group two (n = 20) had higher
proficiency than Group 1 and no SA experience, and Group three (n = 22) had a high
proficiency as group two but a minimum of one year of SA experience in an Englishspeaking country. They completed a pragmatic listening test measuring their ability to
comprehend conventional and nonconventional implicatures. Group performance was
compared for the comprehension accuracy scores and response times. There was a
significant effect of proficiency on response times but no effect of SA experience on
the learners’ comprehension speed for both conventional and nonconventional
implicatures.
In the research reviewed earlier, several data elicitation methods were used to
assess L2 pragmatic competence (see Taguchi & Roever, 2017, for review). How data
is collected and analyzed is important for determining what conclusions can be drawn
(Taguchi & Roever, 2017). The next section discusses methods used in the L2
pragmatic research for data collection.
Data Collection Methods in L2 Pragmatic
Based on how data is collected, research methods in L2 pragmatics can be
classified into two main types: receptive data and productive data. The first type
includes instruments such as metapragmatic judgments or pragmatic comprehension
tasks. Metapragmatic judgment tasks, also known as acceptability judgment tasks or
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appropriateness judgment tasks, elicit perceptions about a specific pragmatic feature,
most commonly about their intuitions about sociopragmatic appropriateness.
Metapragmatic judgment tasks commonly use written scenarios with target utterances
for learners to judge on a Likert scale ranging from “entirely inappropriate” to
“entirely appropriate” as in Change’s (2011) study or in a multiple-choice form (i.e.,
multiple-choice discourse completion task (MDCT)) where participants choose the
most situationally appropriate response from a number of options, as in Tada’s (2005)
study. Alternatively, input in this kind of assessment can be via audio or video (e.g.,
Taguchi, 2011b; Li & Taguchi, 2014).
Pragmatic comprehension task is another type of receptive tasks used by
researchers to assess pragmatic competence (e.g., Taguchi, 2011a; 2012). Taguchi
(2012), for example, used comprehension tasks to assess L2 learners’ comprehension
of conversational implicature. The difference between the metapragmatic judgment
tasks and implicature comprehension tasks is that the former deals with assessing
participants’ perception of a pragmatic feature, that is, assessment of appropriateness
of a pragmatic feature in a given situation, whereas the latter assesses learners’
inferential ability.
The second type of pragmatic assessment is to assess pragmatic productive
competence. Two lines of instruments have been used as measurements of pragmatic
production: non-interactive data and interactive data. Non-interactive production tasks
elicit the participants’ pragmatic production ability of target pragmatic features (e.g.,
DCT, multimedia elicitation task). Non-interactive DCTs are in a form of writing
where respondents write down the dialogue in response to a prompt (e.g., Da Silva,
2012; Vilar-Beltrán, 2014) or orally by asking participants to respond to a prompt in
the spoken modality (e.g., Li & Taguchi, 2014). As another line of productive data,
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interactive production tasks collect naturalistic spoken data, such as role-play (e.g.,
Grabowski, 2009, 2013), elicited conversation (e.g., Zhang, 2016), semi-structured
interview, audio and video recordings) (e.g., Ishida, 2009; Kim, 2009).
A review of the widely used research instruments in L2 pragmatics in ILP
shows that the DCTs have been the most frequently instrument used ILP and CCP
(e.g., Afghari, 2007; Bataineh & Bataineh, 2006; Keshavarz, Eslami, & Ghahraman,
2006; Yuan, 2012, to name a few). The popularity of this instrument stems from its
practicality; a DCT enables data collectors to collect and codify large amounts of data
from many individuals in relatively short time periods (Johnston, Kasper & Ross,
1998, as cited in Labben, 2016).
While harsh criticism has been received against a DCT and its failure to
represent the features of authentic discourse and its low construct validity, some
scholars reported that DCTs are a highly effective instrument (Cheng, 2005). If L2
learners are unable to provide native-like responses in a low-pressure situation, as in
DCTs, “it would be more unlikely that they would be able to function more
effectively in face-to-face interactions with their accompanying pressures and
constraints” (Bodman & Eisenstein, 1986, p. 169). Correspondingly, Bergman and
Kasper (1993) noted:
DCT in whatever version provides learners with an opportunity for knowledge
display that is precluded for many NNSs by the cognitive demands of face to
face interactive discourse and DCT may thus throw light on the state of
learners’ discourse production systems or the extent to which available
pragmatic knowledge is readily accessible in conversation (p.101).
While it might be possible that the DCT does not represent actual use of
language in real interactions, the DCT meets the need of the current study as it
provides information regarding the participants’ pragmatic awareness and production
with respect to the use of the three English speech acts as well as implicature.
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Taguchi and Roever (2017) stated that “the choice of data collection method and
approach to analysis depends on the goal of the study” (p. 107). The current study
aims at examining Saudi L2 learners’ pragmatic knowledge and competence in order
to investigate how this competence develops in a SA context. As such, it can be
employed as a tool to measure the changes in knowledge that might be inductive of
development (Ren, 2015). With this in mind, the researcher decided to use DCTs in
two forms (i.e., WDCT and MDCT) in this research study.
Who are the Participants?
To date, most of existing research in L2 pragmatics have targeted English
language learners whose first language is either a European language, Chinese, Farsi,
Turkish, Mexican Spanish or Japanese. Little L2 pragmatics research has explored the
development of L2 pragmatics of those English language learners whom their first
language is Arabic. Particularly, Saudi English language L2 learners’ pragmatics is an
area that is under-explored, which confirms Ben Duhaish’s (2014) observation in that
“[t]he entire field of pragmatics research in Saudi Arabia is still in its early stages” (p.
217). Except for a few notable exceptions (e.g., Ben Duhaish, 2014), to my
knowledge, almost no research in ILP pragmatics focusing on learners’ L2
acquisitional pragmatics has been carried out on Saudi L2 learners. That is, little L2
pragmatics research has been conducted on how Saudi L2 learners of English acquire
L2 pragmatics and how their pragmatic competence develops during SA.
Concluding Remarks
Findings from empirical research in SA, both longitudinal and cross-sectional
studies can be summarized into the following generalizations: 1) students in the SA
context do not always outperform their counterparts at-home instructional context in
improved pragmatic performance; 2) the effect of SA is not all encompassing over
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different pragmatic aspects: some pragmatics targets were more subject to changes as
a result of SA experience than others; 3) not all learners’ pragmatics is developed
equally while studying abroad: pragmatic acquisition and development is mediated by
individual characteristics and other factors such as length of stay, intensity of
interaction; and 4) very little research in relation to L2 pragmatics in Saudi Arabia
and to acquisitional pragmatics in specific was found, which adds to the significance
of the current study as it aims to fill in the existing research gap.
Summary
The focus of this chapter was on the field of ILP. This chapter defined ILP and
introduced the distinction between ILP and acquisitional pragmatics which involves
the study of how L2 learners’ pragmatics is developed. ILP came out of two major
disciplines: 1) general pragmatics, which is discussed in chapter two, and 2) the field
of SLA which provided influential theoretical frameworks such as the twodimensional model, the noticing hypothesis, SCT, and LS theory that are essential to
understanding the changes within pragmatic systems and influences on the system. In
light of the two socially-oriented theories adopted in this study, the discussion led to
the role of the environment of language learning as an influential factor for the
development of learners’ pragmatic competence. Hence, this chapter then discussed
the role of SA context as a learning context in developing pragmatic competence.
Following that was a glance at the most methodological perspectives used for
examination, along with a review of pragmatic features that have received the greater
attention by research in the SA context. Lastly, this chapter viewed instruments used
widely to assess pragmatic competence in L2 pragmatics research and concluded with
general remarks obtained from the review of the literature. The subsequent chapter
proposes the methodology of this research study.
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Chapter Four
Methodology
Introduction
As stated in chapter one, this research study sets out to explore Saudi L2
learners’ acquisition and development of pragmatic competence of English. It
explores how Saudi L2 learners develop their pragmatic competence in SA in the U.S.
In order to achieve this goal, it is important to determine the Saudi L2 learners’
pragmatic competence. The investigation, thus, focuses on productive pragmatic
competence and receptive pragmatic competence, namely, the pragmatic production
of refusals, apologies and requests in English and the speakers’ perceptions in
evaluating the appropriateness of these speech acts in social interactions.
Furthermore, it assesses the pragmatic comprehension of conversational implication
in different situations. More specifically, the objective of this study is to find answers
to the following research questions:
Research question #1: What is the current level of Saudi L2 learners’
pragmatic competence in terms of pragmatic perception, production, and
comprehension?
Research question #2: Did Saudi L2 learners perceive acquiring pragmatic
knowledge as important as other aspects of language (e.g., grammar or vocabulary) in
their L2 learning when they started learning English?
Research question #3: How do Saudi L2 learners describe their acquisition
and development of pragmatic competence in SA? In other words, how do they
perceive acquiring and developing their pragmatic competence in SA?
Research question #4: What sources of L2 pragmatic knowledge do Saudi L2
learners utilize to develop their pragmatic competence?
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Research question #5: What perceptions do Saudi L2 learners report having
about the impact of SA on Saudi English L2 learners’ pragmatic acquisition and
development? In other words, does the SA context help Saudi L2 learners to develop
pragmatic competence?
This chapter describes the methodology of the current research in the
following main sections: 1) research design; 2) the study’s sample; 3) the study
sampling; 4) data collection and instruments; 5) procedures; 6) trustworthiness; 7)
data analysis; 8) researcher’s role and 7) ethical considerations.
Research Design
To address the research questions for the current study, this study adopted
mixed-methods research approach. The current study uses a mixed-methods design in
which both quantitative and qualitative approaches are combined in a single study.
The mixed methods approach is discussed in more detail in the subsequent section.
Mixed methods approach. The use of mixed methods research has been
advocated by many researchers in various disciplines of the social sciences since the
1960s (Collins, Onwuegbuzie, & Jiao, 2007). By definition, mixed methods “is a
procedure for collecting, analyzing, and ‘mixing’ or integrating both quantitative and
qualitative data at some stage of the research process within a single study for the
purpose of gaining a better understanding of the research problem (Ivankova,
Creswell, & Stick, 2006, p. 3). The mixed methods approach is assumed to assist in
providing a more complete understanding of a research problem than either approach
alone (Creswell, 2007). The purpose of the mixed methods approach is to exploit the
strengths of both quantitative and qualitative approaches and reduce their weaknesses
in one single research study, rather than replacing either of these approaches (Johnson
& Onwuegbuzie, 2004).
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As summarized by Heigham and Croker (2009), procedures for collecting,
analyzing, and mixing quantitative and qualitative data in a study have been defined
by mixed methods research based upon three main features: (a) “timing, or the
sequence or order of collecting and analyzing quantitative and qualitative data in a
study; (b) weighting, or the priority given to one type of data in the study; and (c)
mixing, or the way quantitative and qualitative data and results are integrated during
the research process” (p. 156). The purposes of using the mixed methods design in the
present study is discussed next.
The rationale of using the mixed-methods approach. In the literature of ILP,
there are many studies employing quantitative research methods (e.g., Barron, 2003;
Han, 2005; Taguchi, 2008, 2009) or qualitative research methods (e.g., Ben Duhaish,
2014, Ren, 2015; Schmidt, 1983). Tavakoli (2012) describes the quantitative
approach as “systematic, rigorous, focused and tightly controlled, involving precise
measurement and producing reliable and replicable data that is generalizable to other
contexts” (p. 34), while the aim of the quantitative approach is to reveal reasons for
specific patterns or the dynamic processes underlying phenomenon, which promotes
“a more subjective, culture- bound, and emancipatory approach to studying individual
behaviors and social phenomena” (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003, p. ix). Due to the
limited currently available ILP research utilizing mixed methods, this study responds
to the general call in the field of applied linguistics, specially ILP, to conduct research
with a combination of both qualitative and quantitative approaches (Dörnyei, 2007).
Therefore, the mixed methods approach is the best way to assess Saudi L2 learners’
pragmatic competence and explore their L2 acquisitional pragmatics pathways in a
SA context.
Combining both qualitative and quantitative approaches in a single study can
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help to understand research questions and gain a better understanding of a complex
phenomenon (Creswell, 2005; Dörnyei, 2007; Johnson & Christensen, 2004). Mixed
methods research can also assist in achieving a fuller understanding of a target
phenomenon and improve the validity of the research and reach multiple audiences
(Dörnyei, 2007). Although this research study is mixed methods, greater emphasis is
given to the qualitative phase which Rudestam and Newton (1992) explained by
stating that “qualitative implies that data are in the form of words as opposed to
numbers” (p. 31). Hence, the use of a mixed-methods approach was deemed
appropriate for this study. The design framework of this study is discussed in the
following sub-section.
Research design for the present study. It is important for any research study
to adopt a design framework that has “high compatibility between purposes, research
questions, conceptual framework and sampling strategy” (Robson & McCartan, 2016,
p.74). There are four mixed methods designs that are most frequently used:
explanatory design, exploratory design, triangulation design, and embedded design.
This study adopted the explanatory sequential design in which a researcher collects
quantitative and qualitative information sequentially in two phases (as in Figure 4),
with one form of data collection following and informing the other.

Quan Data
Collection

Quan Data
Analysis

Qual Data
Collection

Qual Data
Analysis

Interpretation
of Entire
Analysis

(Adopted from Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003, p. 225)
Figure 4: Sequential Explanatory Design
The explanatory sequential design, which consists of first collecting
quantitative data and then collecting qualitative data, helps to explain or elaborate on
the quantitative results. Its purpose is to “use the qualitative results to assist in
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explaining and interpreting the findings of a primarily quantitative study” (Tashakkori
& Teddlie, 2003, p. 227).
The quantitative results help to map the major trends or features across a
group under study, and then the subsequent qualitative approaches presented a more
realistic picture of the reality of the situation and reveal more complexities (Erickson,
1991). In this study, the qualitative approach was used to follow up on the earlier
quantitative results for the purpose of gaining an in-depth understanding of ‘how’
Saudi students’ pragmatic competence was developed during their SA in the United
States.
Creswell (2012) stated that in this research design, “[t]he quantitative data and
results provide a general picture of the research problem; more analysis, specifically
through qualitative data collection, is needed to refine, extend, or explain the general
picture” (p. 542). In this study, the initial quantitative phase is used to “characterize
individuals along certain traits of interests related to the research questions”
(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003, p. 227). The quantitative results are then used to “guide
the purposeful sampling of participants for a primarily qualitative study” (Tashakkori
& Teddlie, 2003, p. 227). That is, for the qualitative phase, the researcher applies the
purposive sampling technique.
The Study Sample
The target population in this study are adult Saudi international college
students who are staying in the U.S. for educational purposes.
Phase I: the quantitative data: three tests of pragmatic competence.
Seventy students responded to three tests. Eleven of the participants did not complete
the tests; however, making the total responses 81, with a response rate of 86.41%.
Males constituted slightly more than three-quarters of the sample (n =53) (75.71%).
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Participants’ ages range from 18 to 45 years, with the majority of them belonged to
the 25-34 age group. No participant was removed or excluded from analysis. The
participants had different levels of proficiency in English. A more detailed description
of the participants in phase one will be provided in Chapter Five.
Phase II: the qualitative data: semi-structured interviews. a subset of eight
participants was selected and recruited from the original sample in phase one as target
participants in phase two (see Chapter Five for the descriptions of the participants).
The eight participants included five male and three female Saudi college students
willingly participated in the interviews and shared their experiences in developing
their L2 pragmatic competence during their stay in the U.S. None of the participants
had lived in an English-speaking country before taking part in this study. Detailed
information about each participant in phase two will be provided as well in Chapter
Five.
The Participants Recruitment
Participants were recruited through emails and social media accounts such as
Facebook and Twitter in which the researcher posted an announcement asking for
Saudi students in the U.S. to take part in this study (See Appendix F for Recruitment
email and Facebook post). One of the accounts that really helped in the participants
recruitment was a Facebook group page created specifically for Saudi students called
Saudis in the U.S. This group page serves as a forum for only Saudi students, both
males and females, who are studying at all levels in U.S. institutions. A number of
approximately 256,000 people follow this Facebook page.
SACM, as an organization supervising all Saudi national students in the U.S.,
helped in recruiting participants for this study. The researcher contacted SACM’s
Social Affairs Department and asked for help with the data collection of the current
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study. Due to having access to all Saudi students in the U.S., SACM agreed to post an
invitation on their Facebook page called “Saudi Arabian Cultural Mission - USA,”
which has 100,360 people following this page. The invitation stated the purpose of
the study and eligibility criteria, and asked for volunteers to take part by accessing the
instruments through accessing a link.
The recruitment of participants for the quantitative data of this study followed
certain criteria. Participants had to meet the following characteristics: 1) participants
had to be students with Saudi origin; 2) participants had to be studying in the United
States at the time of collecting the data; and 3) participants5 should never have studied
in an English-speaking country from kindergarten through grade twelve.
Jordà (2005) reported that, “none of the existing studies to date have
accounted for learners at a beginner level, and their research design has merely
focused on elicitation techniques that require at least an inter- mediate proficiency
level in the target language.” (p.71). For this reason, participants enrolled in all levels
of Peremptory Adult English Language Programs in the U.S., or those enrolled in
undergraduate or graduate academic programs met the research criteria.
Study’s Sampling Methods
In this research study, for the quantitative data, 70 participants were selected
by the method of convenience sampling and snowball sampling. Among the 70
participants in the first phase of the data collection, purposive sampling was utilized
to select participants for qualitative investigation. For the interview phase, a purposive
sample of eight Saudi students from participants who provided their consent in the
first phase to participate in follow-up interviews. Two criteria were applied in the
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The third criterion was to reduce the possible effects of any earlier experiences in the target language
community.
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selection of students in phase two: 1) participants have to be pragmatically competent,
which was reflected by the results of the quantitative data and 2) participants had to
have proven their English language proficiency by scoring 550 or higher in TOEFL
Internet-based Test (iBT) exam (equivalent to score six in The International English
Language Testing System (IELTS) exam). For the purpose of the study, the
interviewees were carefully selected to ensure the diversity of their demographic
information (e.g., gender, academic level, and length of stay in the U.S.).
Data Collection & Study’s Instruments
Given the primary aim of this study of exploring Saudi L2 learners’ pragmatic
competence and investigating pathways of mastering L2 pragmatics, four instruments
were determined to be used for data collection: three pragmatic tests, namely a
Multiple-choice Discourse Completion Test (MDCT), Written Discourse Completion
Test (WDCT), Implicature Listening Test (ILT) and semi-structured interviews,
which it is hoped will result in richer information. The four instruments employed in
the present study are introduced respectively in the following sub-sections.
Phase I: the quantitative data: three tests of pragmatic competence. The
quantitative phase addresses the first research question of the study regarding Saudi
L2 learners’ pragmatic competence of three speech acts (i.e., requests, refusals and
apologies) and implicatures. The participants’ pragmatic competence of English in
this study was assessed quantitatively, through MDCT, WDCT and ILT, as shown in
Figure 5. The MDCT and WDCT, which consisted of twenty-four items were adopted
from Da Silva (2012) and Tada (2005). These two tests aim to assess learners’
recognition of pragmatic perception and production of three speech acts, namely
requests, refusals and apologies. As the third method of assessment, the ILT assesses
the participants’ understanding of conversational implicature (i.e., what people mean
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when they speak indirectly). This test contains six items that were adopted from
Taguchi (2012).
Written
Discourse
Completion
Test (WDCT)
Multiple-choice
Discourse
Completion Test
(MDCT)

Implicature
Listening Test
(ILT)
Pragmatic
Competence

Figure 5: The three tests pragmatic competence.
In order to maintain consistency across the three tests, according to the
instrument designers (i.e., Da Silva’s, 2012; Tada, 2005), all items presented the same
level of vocabulary and grammatical difficulty. All tests consist of situations that are
student-oriented or situations that are likely to be encountered by the participants
outside school. According to Da Silva’s (2012) and Tada (2005), more than three
American native speakers helped review, develop and modify the items and write the
answer key. Although items of MDCT had been validated by native speakers of
English in both Da Silva’s and Tada’s studies, the researcher in this study checked the
items before embarking on the first data collection phase. He administered the tests
(i.e., the MDCT and ILT) to two American native speakers of English for more
validation, and their results were similar to the answer key provided by these studies.
The items of the three tests were suitable to the current study since they vary
according to degree of familiarity between interlocutors, differences in social status,
and degree of imposition, meaning, in all items used, the three contextual factors that
were discussed in chapter two (i.e., relative power (P), social distance (D) and ranking
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of imposition (R)) were taken into consideration. Furthermore, the situations in the
tests involve conversations between classmates, students and advisors/professors,
neighbors, family members and also dialogues that are likely to happen in a
workplace and in-service encounters, such as interviewing for a job, talking to a coworker, or ordering a snack at a coffee shop. The next section describes these four
tests in more depth.
Instrument 1. Multiple-choice discourse completion test (MDCT). The
MDCT assessed the participants’ perception about the appropriateness of the three
speech acts selected in the study. It contains nine items involving the three speech
acts of requests, refusals, and apologies (three situations for each speech act). Each
item contains a situation, a scenario, and a dialogue. The situation starts with a brief
introduction stating the occasion of the scenario and the status of both speakers. Then,
each situation is followed by a short dialogue, which the participants are asked to
complete through selecting the most appropriate statement from three listed choices
(one is the correct answer and two are distractors). In all situations, in order to react in
a more realistic way, the test takers are placed in the role of the speaker (e.g., “You
are a student working on a project”, or “You just moved in a new neighborhood”).
The MDCT items were hand scored by the researcher as well as another
grader who is a native speaker of English. The answer key of the items was developed
and/or modified by Da Silva (2012) and then was checked by three American native
speakers of English (two males and one female) for the current study. The multiplechoice items were scored as right or wrong, and test takers received a 1 point for each
correct answer, and 0 points for an incorrect answer. Missing answers were counted
as incorrect. The following is an example of an item from the MDCT.
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Example (1):
Situation: You are a student working on a group project. You have a big project
due in three days, but you haven’t started on your part of the project. You don’t
understand exactly what you’re supposed to do, and you want to ask another
member of your group for help. You know this person is a very good student
who is always prepared and finishes his assignments long before they are due.
What do you say in order to get this student to help you?
a. Bob, I’m sure you’re already done with the assignment, but I had a few
questions about my section. Do you have time to meet later today?
(CORRECT)
b. I need your help with our project. We won’t do well unless you help me.
c. Can you help me later today?
Instrument 2. Written discourse completion test (WDCT). As the second
pragmatic competence assessment, this instrument is a WDCT that assesses the
students’ pragmatic productive competence. Again, test takers are placed in the role
of the speaker by being asked to write down what they would say in each situation.
WDCT consists of nine scenarios (three situations for each speech act) and each is
followed by a short dialogue. The students’ task is to complete each conversation by
writing down the last line of the dialogue. The example below illustrates a WDCT in
which the students are required to appropriately write down a refusal.
Example (2):
Scenario: Invitation
Your neighbor invites you to his house to watch a football game but you hate
football.
Michael: Hey, do you want to come over and watch the football game with me
and my family tonight?
You:____________________________________________________
Answers to the written discourse completion test were graded first by the
research using a rating scale. Then, the WDCT responses were rated by two native

92

speakers of American English that are recruited for this. The two raters were
instructed to give a 0 points for each incorrect or unacceptable answer, half of a point
for a partially correct answer, and 1 point for a correct answer. Spelling or
grammatical mistakes were not considered unless they impede communication since
the answers to the dialogues were judged based on their appropriateness in
conversation. Table 1 shows the rating scale adopted from Da Silva’s (2012) for the
WDCT items.
Table 1
WDCT Rating Scale
Points
0

Description
Unacceptable answer / Did not respond.

0.5

Appropriate choice of main speech act and semantic formula. May be
missing a move. Inappropriate language use may be noticeable, but
do not significantly impede communication.

1.0

Appropriate choice of speech act, semantic formula, content, and
form. There may be a few language errors but they do not interfere
with communication.

Instrument 3. Implicature listening test (ILT). The ILT test assessed the
learners’ pragmatic competence of conversational implications. It contains six items
that are adopted from Taguchi (2012) after obtaining her permission (see Appendix
C). This test deals with assessing participants’ learners’ inferential ability and how
well the participants can understand what people mean when they speak indirectly. In
each item, a situation will be described followed by a conversation between two
people (mostly a male and a female interlocutor in every item for gender balancing)
in which one of them in the situation will say something indirectly. In order to make
this task even more challenging and natural, instead of reading the dialogue in each
situation, test takers were asked to listen to each conversation and determine what the
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speaker probably means and then select the best answer from the four answer choices
shown. Two American native speaking student-actors were asked to record the
adopted conversations in a naturally occurring manner. In this language learners’
pragmatic comprehension ability assessment, a 1 point was allocated to each correct
item and a 0 point for each incorrect one, based on the answer key that two native
speakers agreed on. The following is an example from the ILT.
Example (3):
Conversational implicature
Mike: Hey Nancy, what are you doing? Do you wanna do
something tonight?
Nancy: I don’t know. I was just gonna watch TV. I wanna go out tonight.
Mike:

Maybe we can go to the Japanese restaurant. The new one just
opened.

Nancy: I don’t have any money this week to pay the bills.
1. Nancy doesn’t want to go out tonight. (CORRECT)
2. Nancy is going out tonight.
3. Nancy got a bill from the restaurant.
4. Nancy is watching TV with Mike.

As indicated before, the three tests were not administered separately, rather
together in a form of one test but three different sections plus one section at the very
beginning to collect data about the participants’ demographic information (see
Appendix G). This section asked about the following elements: 1) gender, age,
education level pursuing now in the U.S., and major; 2) period of studying English in
the U.S., length of stay in the U.S., English proficiency scores if the participant has
taken any English standardized test such as TOEFL or IELTS and one question to
determine the participants’ proficiency of English in which the respondents are asked
to assess their proficiency level through selecting from different levels of the
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internationally recognized standard, the Common European Framework of Reference
(CEFR) which consists of six Levels (A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2) (see appendix B); and
3) living conditions in the U.S. (e.g., with roommates, with Saudi friends, with
homestay) and frequency of interacting with native speakers.
Participants are asked to take the three tests completely online using Qualtrics,
which is a software used to gather data. The researcher invited prospective
respondents to access the tests through an anonymous link generated to be shared
with the target population. Once the participant accesses the link, he/she agrees to
participate in the study. Compared with paper-based, online tests or questionnaires
have the advantage of the reach and scalability. Additionally, web-based tests can be
designed so that, when there is a filter question (for example, “if yes go to question 6,
if no go to question 14’), it skips automatically to the next appropriate question
(Bryman, 2015). Although answering the three tests requires the participants about
20-35 minutes of their time to complete, the test taker has the advantage of pausing
and resuming response collection multiple times using the same link.
Phase II: the qualitative data: semi-structured interviews. The second
phase, the qualitative phase in this study comprises semi-structured interviews. The
interview is a method in applied linguistics that has long been used for the
investigation of “an extraordinary array of phenomena” (Talmy & Richards, 2010, p.
1). As the most often used data collection strategy, interviewing is used to acquire
people’s insights on social phenomena (Dörnyei, 2007). In addition, interview offers
great value in terms of enabling interviewees to speak in their own voice and express
their own views, thoughts, and feelings and raise topics that are important to
themselves (Berg, 2007; Loewen & Plonsky, 2016).
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Three types of interview ranging in terms of their flexibility are frequently
employed in social sciences: structured, semi-structured and unstructured
(Alshanqeeti, 2014). As the least flexible type, structured interviews are comparable
to questionnaires or surveys in which the researcher develops a fixed set of questions
before the interview, and then asks interviewees the same questions in order to see
how each individual responds to identical stimuli. Similarly, semi-structured
interviews also include a set of predetermined questions; however, the researcher has
the freedom to follow up on specific topics, and to ask additional questions. In the
other end, unstructured interviews are the most flexible type of interview. They do not
have a predetermined set of questions. Instead, the researcher follows the course of
the interview, following up on interesting topics and encouraging the interviewee to
say more. This study employed semi-structured interviews, a type that offers a
compromise between the two extremes which as Loewen and Plonsky (2016) explain,
this type of interview gives the researcher the freedom to follow up on specific topics
and to ask additional questions beside the predetermined questions. In the field of
applied linguistics, most interviews conducted in the research are semi-structured
interviews, which are “suitable for cases when the researcher has a good enough
overview of the phenomena or domain in question and is able to develop broad
questions about the topic in advance” (Dörnyei & Ushioda, 2011, p. 237).
There are two primary purposes of the interviews in the current study: 1) to
explore and elaborate on the key findings from analyses of the three quantitative
instruments, specifically, in relation to the pragmatic perception, comprehension and
production of the speech acts of request, refusal and apology along with implicature;
and 2) to collect data about subjects on four aims: 1) their perceptions of the
importance of including pragmatic knowledge when learning English during SA; 2)
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Saudi students’ pragmatic developmental pathways when learning English in the
native environment; 3) the cultural sources they utilize to develop their L2 pragmatic
competence; and 4) the influence of the SA context on their development of
pragmatic competence. Based on these objectives, interview questions were prepared
(See Appendix D). After all interviews were complete, data analysis began.
Interview protocol guidelines and questions. In this study, the interview
questions were predetermined in advance. Despite that, the interviewee in the
interviews was encouraged to elaborate on certain issues raised in an exploratory way
(Dörnyei, 2007). The interview questions were prepared in English only. As the
recruited participants for this qualitative phase were highly proficient in English,
there was no expectation of the interviewees’ proficiency of English language to
impact the quality and quantity of the data provided.
All the interview questions were designed in an open-ended format to avoid
yes-no responses, as recommended by Posavac and Carey (1997). Open-ended
questions were “to build upon and explore their participants’ responses to those
questions” and “to have the participant reconstruct his or her experience within the
topic under study” (Seidman, 2006, p. 15). Interview questions have been constructed
in two main sections: personal background and questions related to the participants’
experiences of how they come to know what to say when to whom. In particular, in
regards to personal background, the participants were asked to provide information
regarding the following points: 1) their level of study and major, length of stay in the
United States, living experience in any English-speaking country such as Canada,
Australia, or Britain prior to coming to the United States, whether they have taken
any English standardized tests like TOEFL or IELTS; 2) the length of studying
English in general and in the United States in specific; 3) self-evaluation of English
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proficiency level currently and when they first arrived for the SA experience; and 4) a
self-report on how other people viewed their language competency. In order to be
more accurate, the participants’ current proficiency level of English was selfdetermined through self-assessment based on the descriptions of levels provided by
the CEFR.
The second part of the interview was about participant’s experiences in
gaining L2 pragmatic knowledge during their SA, and it encompassed questions
about the following: 1) the participants’ perception of acquiring pragmatic
competence in their second language learning; 2) their experiences of acquiring the
pragmatic knowledge in the native language environment; 3) the sources of L2
pragmatic knowledge utilized in developing their pragmatic competence and 4) the
impact of SA on the pragmatic development. However, the reflection questions that
emerged during the interview allow for more discussion.
Recording the interviews. During the interview process, the researcher used a
high quality digital voice recorder and a modern mobile device’s Voice Memos
application (typically pre-installed on an Apple iPhones) which is a voice recorder for
iPhones and iPads that uses the device's built-in microphone when recording to record
the conversations between the participant and the researcher. Both voice recording
machines were easy to use, and suitable in that files can be renamed and notes can be
added to each file.
During the interviews. Prior to conducting the interviews, each participant
was first provided consent forms to sign. Then, the researcher asked the interview
questions. The questions were asked according to the flow of the conversation. Each
interviewee was able to take his or her time to respond and explore his or her ideas as
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they related to the various questions. The researcher tried not to interrupt the
interviewees’ responses.

Procedures
Procedures of collecting data in this research followed this chronological
order. First, an approval had been obtained from the Human Ethical Committee of
The University of Memphis (see appendix A). Starting from the beginning of March
in the academic year 2018, the three pragmatic tests were administered. Participants
were invited to take the tests on a voluntary basis (see Appendix E for informed
consent form). Upon completion of the data collection and analysis of the first phase,
the researcher then invited students with higher pragmatic competence to participate
in the qualitative part of the study. A letter of invitation was emailed to each
participant. The letter contained all the necessary information (e.g., that participation
was voluntary, that all responses would remain confidential, that their identity would
not be revealed). Upon agreement to participate in the study, each participant agreed
on a date and time for the interview. The interviews were conducted either through
phone or Skype depending on whichever was convenient and appropriate for the
participant. Figure 6 illustrates the visual framework of the procedures followed in
this study.
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Data Collection
• MDCT
• WDCT
• ILT
Phase 1
Participants:(n=70)

Analysis
• Descriptive statistical analysis
• Inferential statistical analysis

Results
• Numeric results

Selecting participants for
qualitative follow-up

Data Collection
• Semi-structured interviews

Analysis

Phase 2
Participants: (n=8)

• A six-phase-thematic analysis

Results
• Textual data

Mixed methods results

General interpretations

Figure 6: Procedures of the explanatory sequential mixed methods design of the
study.
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The Study’s Trustworthiness
Silverman (2004) argued, “Validity and reliability are two important concepts
to keep in mind when doing research because in them the objectivity and credibility
of research are at stake” (p. 283). Several methodological strategies were incorporated
to ensure the trustworthiness of the findings. How trustworthiness was ensured in this
study is discussed in detail in the next subsections.
Piloting. Before conducting the study, a pilot study was needed for both
phases: the quantitative phase and the qualitative phase.
Pilot testing. First of all, the three instruments were piloted with individuals
who were demographically similar to the ultimate sample. More specifically, four
students participated in the pilot study: one Ph.D. student, one Master’s student, two
students attending a Preparatory Adult English Language Program (i.e., one
intermediate-level student and one advanced-level student). They were asked to take
the online test and check for any ambiguities, confusions, replications, overlapping
items, and to suggest additional comments about inclusion, exclusion, or clarification
for any item. Furthermore, as the tests were conducted online, the four students were
asked to report if they had faced any technical problem in using Qualtrics. The
participants reported some minor issues in the demographic information section.
Accordingly, the following feedback and suggestions were given attention, and,
consequently, the following amendments were made:
1. Restate a question that asks about how long the participant has studied English
to be clearer for the participants.
2. Two answer options in a question asking about the period of studying English
in the United States overlap.
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3. Adding a question to ask whether the potential roommates speak English with
the participant, or whether they speak another language.
This supported the presence of face validity of the quantitative tools. Moreover,
beside the given suggestions, pretesting the three tools helped to determine how long
the online test would take. The data gathered from the pilot test was not counted in
this study.
Pretesting the list of interview questions. To identify any weaknesses in the
interview protocol, a pilot interview was carried out for the interview questions.
According to Kvale (2007), a pilot test is beneficial for the researcher as it assists in
determining any flaws, limitations, or other weaknesses within the interview design
and allows him or her to make necessary revisions prior to the implementation of the
study. The main reason for this pilot study is to pretest the interview questions on
individuals who are demographically similar to the study’s sample. Two students
participated in the pilot study. They were asked to critique the interview questions for
any ambiguities, confusions, replications, overlapping questions, and
misunderstandings and to suggest additional comments about inclusion, exclusion, or
clarification for any question. This helped to identify appropriate wording and
determine the period of time that the interviews would take. Based on the pilot
interview and the check group, the following recommendations and suggestions were
provided:
1. Ask a question about whether if there is any pragmatics not to be adhered to
because of religious purposes.
2. Restating one question to be clearer to the interviewee.
As recommended by Pett, Lackey, and Sullivan (2003), the students who participated
in the pilot study were then excluded from the participant sample for the main study.
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Triangulation. Triangulation was employed in the present study to ensure
credibility and add to the validity of the study. This is a common, useful technique
where different data sources of information are used to enhance the validity of the
research (Creswell, 2014). The sources of data included the three-section pragmatic
test distributed to the entire study sample and in-depth interviews conducted with a
sub-sample of those who took the tests. The interview tool was used to follow up on
the earlier findings from the qualitative phase for the purpose of gaining an in-depth
understanding of Saudi students’ acquisitional pragmatic pathways. The combination
of these two data sources in the study was particularly useful to enhance the
interpretation of the data “by examining evidence from the sources and using it to
build a coherent justification” (Creswell, 2014, p. 201).
Member checking. This strategy was used to determine the accuracy of the
qualitative findings. The researcher took some specific descriptions and themes back
to some of the participants and asked them to determine whether they feel that these
themes are accurate.
Peer debriefing. The researcher employed this approach by locating a person
(a peer debriefer) who reviewed and asked questions about the qualitative phase. The
reviewer was a Ph.D. student in the English department who is specifically trained
and experienced in the qualitative analysis process. The role of this external peer
reviewer is to assure quality throughout the qualitative analysis process. He evaluated
the progression of the data collection and analysis and was asked to verify the
interview transcriptions by checking the accuracy of the transcriptions back to the
original audio recordings. Throughout the research process, frequent meetings were
held with the reviewer to discuss the developing coding framework and reach a
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mutual agreement on broad themes. This procedure provided a different analytical
perspective on the collected data.
Data Analysis
The phase one analysis. The first research question, addressing the level of
the participants’ pragmatic competence, was described based on students’
performance on the three tests. The results of the three tests of pragmatics were scored
and analyzed quantitatively, as shown in Table 2 below. Prior to performing the
statistical analyses, the data were checked and organized to ensure that the data were
accurate and ready for analyses. The participants’ demographic information was first
analyzed to provide a complete and detailed description of the participants and
facilitate analysis of assessment instruments. Data from test takers were first entered
in a Microsoft Excel file in rows and columns assigned to each the pragmatic features
targeted in this study. The researcher compared the participants’ answers of items in
every single pragmatic aspect (i.e., three speech acts and implicature) tested in order
to get a composite score and an item-by-item analysis. In this phase, descriptive
statistics were followed for analysis, specifically, the mean, standard deviation, and
percentage were used to address the research question #1.
Table 2
Qualitative Data Analysis
Test

Items

Graded by

MDCT 9 items

The researcher based on the
answer key

WDCT 9 items

The researcher & another native
speaker

ILT

6 items

The researcher based on the
answer key
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scoring
A 1 point = correct answer
A 0 point = incorrect
answer
Using the WDCT Rating
Scale
A 1 point = correct answer
A 0 point = incorrect
answer

The phase two analysis. In the current study, thematic analysis was used to
interpret data collected from the semi-structured interviews. Interview data were
analyzed and reported using six phases proposed by Braun and Clarke (2006) for
developing thematic analysis: 1) establishing familiarity with the data, 2) generating
initial codes, 3) searching for themes, 4) reviewing themes, 5) defining and naming
themes, and 6) producing the report.
1) Establishing familiarity with the data. Once the data collected from the
interviews was prepared for analysis, the researcher transcribed all interviews from
the recordings and checked the transcripts back against the original audio recordings
for accuracy. In the first step of the analysis, the researcher immersed himself in the
data until he became familiar with the depth and breadth of the data. As
recommended by Braun and Clarke (2006), the immersion was through repeated
readings of the interview transcripts and through reading the data in an active way
that involved searching for meaning and patterns. During this stage, notes were taken
and an initial list of ideas about what was in the data and what was interesting about
them were formulated in order to generate initial codes for the subsequent phase of
analysis.
2) Generating the initial codes. In this phase, initial codes were generated by
coding interesting aspects in the data in a systematic way across the entire data set,
which formed repeated themes. As many potential themes as possible were coded by
either writing notes on the texts or by using highlighters to indicate potential patterns.
By the end of this phase, a significant number of codes were generated, which
prepared the codes for use in the next phase.
3) Searching for themes. The researcher in this phase looked at the broader
level of themes and sorted initial codes into potential themes that were common
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across the data. Using mind-maps, the researcher identified themes and sub-themes
emerged from initial codes, before they are checked for accuracy and consistency in
the next phase.
4) Reviewing the themes. This phase was followed through using a two-step
refinement process. The first step in this phase involved reading all the collated
extracts for each theme, and considering whether they presented a coherent pattern. If
not, the themes were reworked and revised until they appear to form cohered
meaningfully coded data. Second, the researcher re-read the dataset to ascertain
whether the themes “worked” in relation to the entire data set and to code any
additional data within the themes that had been unnoticed in earlier coding stages.
5) Defining and naming themes. During this phase, the themes were defined
and refined for analysis by identifying the “essence” of what each theme is about and
determining which aspect of the data each theme represented. This stage ended up
with a set of fully worked-out themes.
6) Producing the report. The final phase of thematic analysis involved the
final analysis and writing-up the report of a thematic analysis.
The Researcher’s Role
I am a native speaker of Arabic, a bilingual person, a Saudi doctoral student, a
non-native speaker student, an English as a second language teacher, and a teacher
educator. These experiences along with my renewed interest in researching
pragmatic-related issues have motivated me to continue the line of inquiry in
interlanguage pragmatic development. Hence, my role as a researcher in this study is
shaped through multiple ways. First, I am a member of the Saudi community in the
United States, which I am studying and hoping to serve through this research. Second,
I have been living in the United States since 2013. I have encountered and
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experienced situations, many of which are caused by pragmatic problems. Third, as a
passionate teacher, I have taught English language to non-native speakers for nearly
seven years, both in the United States and in Saudi Arabia. This experience has given
an insight into the process of language learning, especially in terms of gaining
pragmatic knowledge, and made me realize the importance of pragmatic awareness,
pragmatic competence and cultural awareness. Finally, as a researcher, I have
attempted to address some pragmatics-related research topics, one of which was
regarding the pragmatic awareness of tag questions (c.f. see Alzahrani, 2016).
I acknowledge that, for the qualitative data, my own background may shape
my interpretations. Creswell (2007) explains that interpretations flow from the
researcher’s own personal experiences, cultural assumptions, and historical
experiences. So, I may serve both as the person who conducts the research and as a
learner. As a researcher, my personality and my experience as both a Saudi nonnative speaker cannot be separated from the study. However, I tried not to let my
opinions and personal experiences influence the interpretations of the data in this
study.
Ethical Considerations
Since human beings were part of this study, ethical issues had to be considered
in conducting the study. Prior to commencing this research, an approval was obtained
from The University of Memphis’ Human Research Ethics Committee in which all
the provided ethical considerations were adhered to throughout the process of
conducting the study. No participant was coerced into participating in the study.
Every participant had the right to choose not to take part in this study. Every
participant could withdraw from the study at any point of time without repercussions.
All the collected data were securely and confidentially kept (see Appendix E for
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informed consent form). For the quantitative data, the Qualtrics-based tests was set to
anonymize responses in which participants’ personal information such as IP address
and location data were not collected.
According to Cohen, Manion and Morison (2007), since interviews might be
considered as an intrusion into interviewees’ private lives, a high standard of ethical
considerations was maintained at all stages of the interview process. Participants
provided their informed consent before participating in the interview. To ensure
anonymity, participants in qualitative data collection and analysis were identified with
pseudonyms in all research processes.
Summary
In this chapter, a detailed description of the research methodology of this
study was presented. The research questions were first restated in order to focus the
discussion. This was followed with information about the participants of the study and
a discussion of the processes of sampling. It then proceeded to describe methods used
for data collection, followed by a description of the procedures used to collect data
and the procedures for ensuring the trustworthiness of the study through several
methodological strategies such as pilot testing the tests and pretesting the interview
questions. Next, detailed information about the data analysis methods used to analyze
data from the two phases of the study was described.
An explanatory sequential mixed methods design was employed in the present
study in order to facilitate the collection of rich and in-depth data about Saudi
students’ pragmatic developmental pathways during SA. Saudi L2 learners studying
in the United States were invited to participate in three on-line-based pragmatic tests
(N=70) and in semi-structured interviews (N=8). The three tests, namely MCDCT,
WDCT and ILT and semi-structured interviews were the primary instruments for
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gathering both quantitative and qualitative data. The subsequent chapter presents a
detailed data report.
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Chapter Five
Findings and Discussion
Introduction
This mixed-method sequential explanatory study was carried out to
investigate the competence, acquisition, and development of L2 pragmatics among 70
Saudi L2 learners in their SA in the United States. This study focused mainly on the
following two areas of investigation: 1) assessing three aspects of pragmatic
competence ––pragmatic appropriateness judgment or “perception,” production, and
comprehension; and 2) exploring the pragmatic developmental pathways while
studying abroad in the United States.
This chapter presents the findings of the study in two main sections:
quantitative data results and qualitative data results. The first section presents the
analysis of quantitative data collected from three pragmatic measures, which is
addressed in the first inquiry and responds to research question #1: What is the
current level of Saudi L2 learners’ pragmatic competence in terms of pragmatic
perception, production, and comprehension? To address this question, this study
administered three pragmatic measures: MCDCT, WDCT, and ILT. The MCDCT
assessed the learners’ ability to determine the most appropriate utterance of the three
speech acts targeted in this study. The WDCT assessed their ability to produce–in
writing– speech acts of requests and refusals and apologies in low- and highimposition situations, whereas the ILT focused on comprehending conversational
implicatures through listening to several recordings representing indirect meanings
that vary according to context. This first section of the chapter presents results of
statistical analysis to show which aspects of pragmatic competence demonstrated
significant gains and which aspect did not. This section also discusses in detail the
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key findings in light of the previous empirical research. Illustrations of graphic
visuals are provided in this section.
The second section presents the analysis of qualitative data collected from
retrospective semi-structured interviews, answering the remaining four research
questions. This section seeks to provide a qualitative analysis of the developmental
patterns of L2 pragmatics among the eight Saudi L2 learners recruited for the
qualitative phase. In this chapter, the results of the phase two are discussed in relation
to recent research and explanatory theory.
Phase One: Quantitative Data Results
Description of the participants. The following two figures (Figure 7 &
Figure 8) summarize the participants’ main demographic and background information
according to gender, age, academic level, and length of stay in the U.S. As mentioned
in Chapter Four, males constituted slightly more than three-quarters of the sample (n
= 53) (75.71%). Participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 45 years, with the majority of
them (n = 51) belonged to the 25-34 age group.
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Figure 7 Summary of demographic characteristics of participants in the phase one
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Figure 8: Participants’ length of stay in the United States
The largest number of the participants was graduate (63%), 26 doctoral
students and 18 master’s students, followed by undergraduate (21%), and finally ESL
students (13%). The majority were those who had spent a relatively long time in the
U.S. (more than three years) as well as students who had spent one to two years in the
U.S. Forty-five students (64%) reported that their English level when they arrived in
the United States was intermediate or below6.
Figure 9 below presents the statistics about the participants’ length of formal
study of English in the U.S. As shown, only nine participants (13%) reported that
they had not studied English formally in the United States whereas 31% of the
participants had spent 1-2 years studying English in American language programs,
followed by 29% who studied English for 7-12 months, with an average time of 16
months of studying English. The participants’ current level of English was
determined by English standardized tests: TOEFL or IELTS. The average of their
IELTS score, or its equivalence from the TOEFL IBT, was 6.5 (mean score = 6.29;
SD = 1.52).
6

The participants’ self-assessment of English proficiency level was based on CEFR, as mentioned in
Chapter Four.
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13%
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Length of Study English 7-12
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Length of Study English 1-2 years
29%

Length of Study English >2 years

Figure 9: Participants’ length of study English in the United States
Two types of analysis were performed in phase one of the study: descriptive
analysis and inferential analysis. First, descriptive analysis was used in order to
examine the participants’ overall performance in the three pragmatic measures, their
performance in each pragmatic measure, and, finally, their performance in each of the
targeted pragmatic aspects: requests, refusals, and apologies. In order to further
examine associations between the participants’ demographic characteristics (e.g.,
gender, level of study, major, length of stay, length of study English in the U.S.), as
the second analysis, inferential analysis, was performed to identify any significant
differences that may exist between the participants. In the following sections, each
analysis is presented.
Descriptive analysis. Collectively, the three pragmatic measures consisted of
24 items. The full score for each question is 1 point. The total score of these
pragmatic competence tests is 24 points. The participants’ overall pragmatic
competence of the three pragmatic measures is displayed in Table 3. Compared with
the total score of 24 points, the mean score of the students’ performance in all the
three tests is 16.85 (70.21%; SD =17.50) which is relatively high.
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Table 3
Participants’ overall performance
Overall Score
Mean
SD
16.85
4.20

Overall Percent
Percentage SD
70.21
17.50

The descriptive statistics of the pragmatic competence of each pragmatic
measure are displayed in Table 4. On the first glance, there seem to be no distinct
differences among all the three measures. The percentages of the mean score of the
MDCT and WDCT, and ILT are approximately 71.51 (SD=17.99), 68.11
(SD=25.92), and 71.43 (SD=26.64), respectively. This means that the participants’
pragmatic awareness of the appropriate utterances, their pragmatic production, and
their pragmatic comprehension of inferring meaning of indirect utterances did not
vary significantly. The next sub-sections will give a close look to each of the three
pragmatic measures.
Table 4
Participants’ performance in each pragmatic test
Pragmatic Test
MDCT
WDCT
ILT

Total
score
9
9
6

Max Min Mean
9
9
6

1
0
1

6.44
6.13
4.29

Percentage
71.51
68.11
71.43

Standard
deviation
17.99
25.92
26.64

Findings of pragmatic appropriateness (MDCT). As displayed in Table 5
below, in the MDCT, the highest score was found for refusal speech act (mean =
2.47; 82.33%; SD = 22.66). The mean scores for the speech acts of request and
apology in the MDCT were not significantly different at 1.99 (66.33%; SD = 27.66)
and 1.98 (66%; SD = 22.33), respectively. The results indicated that participants’
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awareness of the appropriate utterances to make apology and request did not vary
significantly and that they performed the best on their ability to perceive the
appropriateness of refusal speech acts. These findings are contradicted by other
studies. Li, Raja, and Sazalie (2015), for example, employed an MDCT to investigate
pragmatic competence in terms of awareness among eight-five English major
undergraduate Chinese EFL learners. The results showed that Chinese EFL learners
were relatively weak in identifying appropriate language in contexts.
Table 5
Descriptive statistics of pragmatic awareness, production, and comprehension

MDCT

WDCT

ILT

Mean

SD

Requests (/3)

1.99

Refusals (/3)

Percentage
Mean

SD

0.83

66.33

27.66

2.47

0.68

82.33

22.66

Apologies (/3)

1.98

0.67

66

22.33

Requests (/3)

2.32

0.96

77.33

32

Refusals (/3)

1.97

0.85

65.66

28.33

Apologies (/3)

2.02

0.89

67.33

29.66

Implicature (/6)

4.29

1.60

71.5

26.66

Findings of pragmatic comprehension (ILT). This study adopted one type
of implicature (i.e., conversational implicature) to measure learners’ pragmatic
comprehension. Comprehension of conversational implicatures was operationalized
as the ability to infer meaning of indirect opinions and comments. In the ILT, the
mean scores was 4.29 (71.5%; SD=26.66). The results indicated that Saudi English
L2 learners in this study did not find it difficult to comprehend indirectly conveyed
meaning.
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The statistical analysis of the MDCT and the ILT altogether showed an
overview of the participants’ pragmatic receptive sub-competence. Table 6 presents
the results. Compared with the total score of 15 points, the mean score of the
students’ pragmatic receptive sub-competence is 10.68 (71.20%; SD =17.50), which
is still considered relatively high.
Table 6
Descriptive statistics of pragmatic receptive skills
Pragmatic
subcompetence
Receptive skills

Total
score

Max

15

15

Min Mean
2

10.68

Percentage
71.20

Standard
deviation
3.22

Findings of pragmatic production (WDCT). In addition to the twopragmatic receptive sub-competences–perception and comprehension–this study
examined the pragmatic production – the ability to pragmatically produce appropriate
speech acts. Tables 6 displayed descriptive statistics of three aspects of speech act
production (i.e., requests, refusals and apologies) analyzed in this study. In the
WDCT, the participants’ average score in request speech act was the highest 77.33%
(mean =2.32; SD = 32). According to the results obtained, the subjects of the study
scored higher in producing linguistic requests in the WDCT than what they did in
determining the appropriateness of the request speech act in numerous situation in the
MDCT. The percentage of the mean scores for the speech acts of refusal and apology
in the WDCT did not significantly different at 65.66% (mean = 1.97; SD = 28.33) and
167.33% (mean = 0.98; SD = 29.66), respectively. The results indicated that
participants’ pragmatic production when making refusals and apologies was almost
the same and that they performed the best on their ability to produce appropriate
request speech acts.
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Results of Li et al. (2015) showed opposite findings. The researchers
investigated English major undergraduate Chinese EFL learners’ pragmatic
production competence and found that their participants’ production ability in
appropriate language in contexts was relatively weak.
Closer attention to the data of the tests in regard to imposition degrees was
given. The mean scores for situations with high and low imposition degrees in the
MDCT and the WDCT were compared, and the results showed that the participants’
pragmatic awareness in low and high imposition situations did not vary much, nor
was the difference with regard to production significant in the WDCT.
Inferential statistics. The inferential statistics method was used to analyze
the data collected from the three pragmatic measures to determine the relationship of
the participants’ gender, academic level, length of stay in the U.S., length of studying
English in the U.S., living arrangements or their intensity of interaction with native
speakers with their pragmatic competence and development in the SA context.
Correlation and linear regression analyses7 were conducted to examine the
relationship between students’ performances in the three pragmatic measures and any
potential predictors.
In the WDCT, interaction in English is the only variable that shows a
significant association with all elements of the pragmatic productive skill test with a
p-value of 0.001. Gender also shows enough of an association in the speech act of
requests of the WDCT test; overall, it is still significant with a p-value of 0.049.
Similarly, in the MDCT, interaction in English also shows a significant association
with any component of the overall pragmatic perception test (p-value = 0.000). In the

7

The linear regression analysis was done through a data analysis and statistical software called Stata
14.1
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ILT, gender is the only variable that shows a significant association with the
pragmatic implicature test score (p-value = 0.031).
Generally speaking, three variables show significant associations with the
overall tests results: gender, interaction in English and English proficiency level. The
results in relation to these variables are discussed in the following sub-sections.
Participants’ pragmatic competence and gender. During their stay in the
United States, Saudi women in the current study gained more than men in pragmatic
skills. Specifically, women scored higher than men did on the three pragmatic tests,
as displayed in Table 7 below. The mean score of the female participants’ overall
performance in all the three tests is 18.76 (78.19%; SD =8.21). In comparison, the
mean score of their male counterparts is 16.24 (67.66%; SD = 18.92). Hence, gender
shows an association with the overall test results (p-value of 0.02).
Table 7
Participants’ overall performance and gender
Overall
Gender Count Percentage Score
Mean SD
Male
53
75.71
16.24 4.54
Female 17
24.28
18.76 1.97

Overall
Percent
Mean SD
67.66 18.92
78.19 8.21

Saudi men who go abroad to study English have almost the same
opportunities available in the SA environment; they go to classes as frequently as
their female counterparts and can engage in activities appropriate for their age and
educational level. Yet, in this study, Saudi male made statistically less progress than
their female counterparts. Female students performed 10.53% better than their male
counterparts. As explained by Polanyi (1995), this finding could be as a result of the
fact that “men and women have different learning experiences while abroad” (p. 288).
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The effect of gender on the production of refusal, requests, and apology speech acts
was investigated by Roever, Wang, and Brophy (2014) and results were consistent.
The researchers found that gender was a significant predictor for speech acts scores;
female test takers performed 25.4% better than male test takers.
Students’ performance and intensity of interaction. The analysis of the
qualitative data revealed a connection between the participants’ frequency of
interaction in English and their level of pragmatic competence (see Figure 10). There
is a significant association between intensity of interaction in English and the overall
test result (p-value =0.00).
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Figure 10: Students’ pragmatic competence and their intensity of interaction in
English.
On a question that asked the participants to report the amount of English
contact while studying in the U.S., the majority of the participants (41.42%) reported
that, during their stay in the United States, they sometimes interact in English, with an
overall mean score of 14.50 (60.42%; SD=16.91) in all the three tests. In comparison,
18 subjects (25.71%) rated their interaction in English while abroad as either “most of
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the time” or “always” with a mean score of 19.39 (80.79%; SD=10.96) and 20
(83.33%; SD=12.15), respectively. This was followed by 22 participants (31.12%)
who reported that they “half of the time” use English in interacting with people (mean
score=18.12; 75.49%; SD=15.92). This indicates that the more intensity of interaction
the subject had, the higher they scored in the three pragmatic measures. This seems to
confirm findings from other studies such as Bardovi-Harlig and Bastos’ (2011) study
which revealed that the intensity of interaction had a significant effect on both the
recognition and production of conventional expressions among SA learners.
Quanitative data revealed that the students’ interaction in English may be reinforced
by their level of study, as will be illustrated next.
Students’ performance and their level of study. Analysis of the data indicated
that the participants’ overall scores varied considerably depending on their current
level of study, as shown in Figure 11. The participants who scored the highest on the
tests were those who were graduate students, especially doctoral students, or those
enrolled in professional programs. In fact, students who were enrolled in professional
programs such as pharmacy residency training programs or in law fellowship which
usually involve more interaction in English and more participation opportunities with
native speakers were the ones who scored the highest (mean=83.33%), followed by
doctoral students (n=26) and master’s students (n=18) with a mean score of 76.68%
and 74.65%, respectively.
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Figure 11: Students’ performance and their level of study
This also illustrates a marked difference between the pragmatic levels of
mainstreamed students who receive native input through native English content
instruction versus those who are still in the process of acquiring English proficiency.
In particular, participants who had been mainstreamed into academic program,
especially graduate programs, both master’s and doctorate, achieved the highest
scores: mean score =18.40 (76.68%; SD=12.53) and 17.92 (74.65%; SD=13.90),
respectively, as shown in Figure 11. In comparison, students who were enrolled in
English language program scored the lowest in the tests. The mean score of
intermediate-level students was 13.44 (56.01%; SD=13.630, followed by those in
advanced ESL level (mean= 14.25; 59.38%; SD=27.99).
Students’ overall Performance and their English proficiency level. The
result of the present study proves that linguistic competence and pragmatic
competence are slightly correlated and deficiency in linguistic competence may result
in pragmatic incompetence. The higher scores of language proficiency the students
reported having were correlated with the higher scores they achieved in the tests (see
Table 8). The subjects who demonstrated high pragmatic competence with a mean
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score of 79.87% and 87.50% were advanced English learners by scoring 7.0 and 7.5
in the IELTS. In comparison, the students who scored the lowest in the pragmatic
measure (mean=37.5%) had 4.5 in the IELTS. This may illustrate the other way
around, that is, the higher competency of language ability the language learner
processes, the higher he or she will likely score in language standardized tests. This
impact of proficiency could be not surprising since “higher-proficiency learners tend
to be less direct, more appropriate, have a wider repertoire of semantic formulae, use
more modification and provide more explanations, reasons, and accounts” (Taguchi
& Roever, 2017, p. 136). Yang (2015) believed that linguistic competence and
pragmatic competence are interdependent. Yang described them by stating, “[t]hey
are like the two wings of a bird; in order to develop communicative competence, both
of them should be paid attention to” (p. 1292).
Table 8
Students’ performance and their English proficiency level
IELTS
scores
4.5
5.0
5.5
6.0
6.5
7.0
7.5

Count
2
4
11
10
21
12
1

Mean of overall
scores
9
14.50
14.45
16.85
18.24
19.17
21.00

Percentage
37.5
60.41
60.20
70.20
76.00
79.87
87.50

The effect of proficiency on comprehension of implicature was confirmed in a
series of studies by Taguchi (2008b, 2009c, 2011a) and Roever (2005, 2006, 2013).
In regard to speech acts, previous research had shown that increased proficiency is
conducive to more target-like speech act performance (Rose, 2009; Roever et al,
2014; Taguchi, 2007; Tian, 2014). In a case study, Tian (2014) investigated one
122

Chinese L2 learner’s pragmatic competence of refusals, and findings indicate that
there is a correlation between L2 linguistic and pragmatic proficiency; the subject’s
less L2 pragmatic competence was determined, to some extent, by his limited
linguistic ability.
Error analysis. Analysis based on the participants’ errors and based on the
raters’ comments revealed two major findings. The first concerned the lack of certain
strategies in some apology situations. To illustrate, the language produced in two
high- and low-imposition situations of apology was problematic or unacceptable. For
example, one participant apologized to the professor for not being able to present her
talk in that day by saying, “I am sorry, but I don't feel I am ready to present today.”
This response was perceived by raters as unacceptable because it is just a statement of
expressing regret. The student did not explain why the offense happened in the
utterance nor did he provide a suggestion on how he can rectify his mistake.
Another participant in a situation in which the speaker makes an apology for
damaging a friend’s book that she lent to him said: “I am sorry, I accidentally spilled
a coffee on it.” Therefore, raters rated the response as problematic, because they
commented that it is a statement of regret, and an explanation was not enough to deal
with the serious mistake. The raters had expected the response to include a suggestion
on how the speaker can remedy his/her mistakes. This finding is in agreement with
studied such as Stevens’ (1993) study which studied Arabic and English refusals
using a written DCT and revealed that refusals involved multiple strategies and that
L2 learners used inappropriate strategies.
The second finding concerned the overuse of conventional directness in both
low- and high-imposition situations when making a request. For example, a statement
such as “Give me x” was one of the most commonly used strategies by the
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participants in the WDCT. This simple interrogative strategy is acceptable in Arabic,
the participants’ native language, as Al-Gahtani and Reover (2015) described: “the
single most frequently used native speaker form” (p. 572). The raters viewed the
direct strategy in request situations as less polite. Kádár and Haugh (2013) stated,
“the more indirect the speech act is, the more polite it will be (p. 24). Thus, the
participants’ culture-bound nature of Arabic request strategies might have affected
students’ performance. Cohen (2007) provided strategies for performing this speech
act. In describing such case, as what he termed “strategy chains,” he stated:
A strategy of chain would involve a series of social strategies in sequence.
First, [the L2 learner] might use two supportive moves, such as trying to
minimize the imposition…. and then doing his best to ground the request by
way of justification for making it...Third in sequence would be the head act in
the form of a query as an indirect request (“Would it possible to...?”)” (p.59).
Summary of the Phase One Results
The first section of the current chapter presented the results of analyses of data
collected during phase one of the study. In this phase, the data were collected by three
pragmatic tests from 70 Saudi Arabian L2 learners of English during their SA journey
in the United States. The research question addressed in phase one of the present
study was: What is the current level of Saudi L2 learners’ pragmatic competence in
terms of pragmatic awareness, production, and comprehension? With respect to this
research question, descriptive statistics of the mean, standard deviation, and
percentage revealed that the pragmatic competence of the Saudi English L2 learners is
relatively of high level. In other words, Saudi L2 learners were relatively competent
in identifying, producing, and understanding appropriate language in contexts. Their
performance in the three instruments was rather similar. Their pragmatic awareness
and production did not differ significantly by imposition degree. However, in terms of
speech acts, statistical analysis showed that the participants varied in their pragmatic
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gains. More specifically, the participants’ productive responses depicted requests as
the best aspect performed. In terms of awareness, among the three speech acts, Saudi
L2 learners performed the best in perceiving appropriateness of refusals.
The findings from the three-section-pragmatic test suggest that L2 learners’
development of pragmatic competence in SA is tied mainly to their gender,
interaction in English and English proficiency level which show significant
associations with the overall test result. Additionally, results indicate that there is a
correlation between linguistic competence and pragmatic competence; high linguistic
competence may result in pragmatic competence.
In addition to the three pragmatic measures, in the second phase of the study,
interview data were also collected for the purpose of seeking further clarification of
the analysis of the quantitative data in order to reach a clearer understanding of the
pragmatic acquisition and development in SA. The interview findings will be
discussed in the following second main section of the chapter.
Phase Two: Qualitative Data Results
The second phase of the study included semi-structured interviews conducted
with eight Saudi students in the United States. The main purpose of the interviews
was to get in-depth understanding of Saudi students’ pragmatic developmental
experiences during SA in the U.S. The findings on this phase were used to address the
remaining four research questions guiding the study.
This section presents the findings derived from these follow-up interviews by
identifying themes that emerged from the data and describing how these themes
explain or expand on the findings from the three pragmatic measures in the phase one
for the purpose of gaining a greater understanding of ‘how’ Saudi English learners’
pragmatic competence develops during SA. In this section, descripting of the
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interview participants are presented first, and then results of the phase two analysis
are discussed. This section also discusses key issues that emerged from an
examination of the findings in relation to the remaining four research questions.
Moreover, findings from the phase two of the study are discussed in relation to
previous research as well as relevant explanatory theories.
Description of the interview participants. Eight participants were
interviewed. The eight participants were all adult Saudi Arabian international college
students in the United States. Utilizing the purposive sampling, the participants who
had met the criteria of eligibility in the current study were selected based on the
analysis of the data from the phase one. The eight participants were from the top
scorers in the three pragmatic measures. Table 9 summarizes interviewees’
demographic data. The sample included five male students (62.5%) and three female
students (37.5%). As shown, the participants ranged in age from 22 to 37 years and
had been living in the United States for two to five years. Three participants were
undergraduate students, four were graduate students––two doctoral students and two
master’s students– and one was a residency student. Two participants self-identified
as married, while the other six indicated that they were single. The students were in
different years of study and from a variety of fields of study, including
entrepreneurship, communication disorders and clinical sciences, pharmacy,
engineering, education, and nutrition. They were studying at various universities in
different states, such as Oregon, Arizona, Massachusetts, Ohio, Nebraska,
Washington, and Tennessee. Finally, all of the participants were being funded by
SACM. The next section provides a brief description of each participant.
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Table 9
Summary of demographic information of interview participants

Participant Gender

Age

Academic
level

Living
arrangement

English
Proficiency
score

Length
of stay
(years)

6.0

2

Sami

male

23

undergraduate

With an
American
roommate

Shaii

male

25

Pharmacy
residency

Alone

6.0

3.5

Huda

female

27

undergraduate

With her family

6.5

4

Abeer

female

28

doctoral

With her family

6.0

5

Hussain

male

37

master’s

With his family

6.5

3

Salem

male

24

undergraduate

With his family

6.5

1.5

Sarah
Faisal

female
male

26
31

master’s
doctoral

With her family

7.0
7.5

3.5
5

With his family

Sami. Sami was a male sophomore student majoring in business and
entrepreneurship at a public large university in the Southwest region of the United
States. He had been in the United States for approximately 2.5 years. Prior to coming
to the United States, Sami’s English proficiency level was very low as he stated when
self-assessing his English, “To be honest, I couldn’t speak one word in English.”
Therefore, in the United States, he enrolled in an intensive English program in Saudi
Arabia where he improved his language ability. He explained, “I decided to study
English at that time just to make my communication here in the United States easier;
to interact more with people and become more social.” He studied English for about
one year in two different states: Ohio and California. Upon finishing this period of
studying English, he took the IELTS exam and got 6.0, a score which describes
anyone who earns it as a competent user (British Council, 2018)
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Shaii. Shaii was another male student, but studying in the Northeast region.
He was 26 years old and has been living in the United States since 2014. He
introduced himself and said:
I’m a single student doing my residency program. I had my bachelor’s degree
in Pharmacy from Saudi Arabia. After that, I decided to come to the United
Stated and do a doctorate of Pharmacy which I’ve done during the past two
years and currently this is my first year as a resident.
Due to possessing a high competency of English, Shaii did not enroll in English
classes in the U.S., rather he joined his academic program right away.
Huda. Huda was a 27-year-old female senior student majoring in
communication disorders and clinical science at a large public university in the
Pacific Northwest region. She had been living in the U.S. when was interviewed since
2012. She had been living with her three sisters and one brother who were also
attending the same university. She had studied English for about two years.
Abeer. Abeer was a 28-year-old female student. She was a first-year student in
a doctoral program in educational leadership at a large public university in the East
South-central region. She had been in the United States since 2013. She had studied
English for 16 months in two different states. The recent one that she was enrolled in
was in Ohio where she did her master’s degree.
Hussain. Hussain was the oldest participant; he was 37 years old. He was a
male student studying a master’s in teaching English at a small private university in
the Midwest region. When he first came to the United States, he described his
language proficiency by stating, “I was struggling; my English was very basic.” After
having studied English in the U.S. for 1.5 years, he took the IELTS exam multiple
times, and the highest score was 6.5 after three-year-length of stay in the U.S..
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Salem. Salem was a young freshmen male student studying engineering at a
university in the Midwest region. Before starting the academic program, he had
studied English for 14 months. He self-assessed his competence of English when he
arrived in the United States as basic, but he believed that his English at the present
was advanced. He had taken both IELTS and TOEFL tests and the highest and most
recent score was 6.5.
Sarah. Sarah was a graduate nutrition-major student at a public university in
the Midwest region. She was 26 years old and self-identified as married with no
children. Additionally, she had been in the United States since 2014. When she
arrived in the United States, she was enrolled in an intensive English program for 18
months where she was placed in a high intermediate level. She self-assessed her
current English proficiency level as advanced. This was also proven in her high
TOEFL score that she took recently: 91 (equivalent to 7.0 in the IELTS).
Faisal. Faisal was a 31-year-old doctoral student majoring in education at a
large public university in the east south-central region. He had been in the U.S. since
2014. Due to his high competence of English language when arrived in the United
States, he reported that he needed to formally study English for only two months. He
had taken the TOEFL test several times, and the highest score he ever received was
98 (equivalent to 7.5 in the IELTS), which shows that he was a competent language
user.
The study’s research questions. It is important to keep in mind the research
questions of the study. The following are the four remaining research questions
addressed qualitatively in the present study:
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Research question #2: Did Saudi L2 learners perceive acquiring pragmatic
knowledge as important as other aspects of language (e.g., grammar or vocabulary) in
their L2 learning when they started learning English?
Research question #3: How do Saudi L2 learners describe their acquisition
and development of pragmatic competence in SA? In other words, how do they
perceive acquiring and developing their pragmatic competence in SA?
Research question #4: What sources of L2 pragmatic knowledge do Saudi L2
learners utilize to develop their pragmatic competence while abroad?
Research question #5: What perceptions do Saudi English L2 learners report
having about the impact of SA on Saudi English L2 learners’ pragmatic acquisition
and development? In other words, does the SA context help Saudi English L2 learners
to develop pragmatic competence?
The purposes of the interviews were to elicit information about Saudi L2
learners’ perceptions of the importance of including pragmatic knowledge as a
component when learning English, their the acquisitional and developmental
pathways of pragmatic competence in the United States, sources they utilize to gain
and develop their pragmatic competence in the SA context, and finally, their
perceptions of the impact of the SA context in developing pragmatic competence.
Data collected from these interviews were transcribed and analyzed using
thematic analysis across six phases. The process of thematic analysis was described in
detail in Chapter Four (Methodology). The following eight points are the major
themes emerged from the analysis: 1) Late awareness of pragmatic existence, 2) Go
with what you have!, 3) Living between the two languages, 4) How is new pragmatic
knowledge learned?, 5) Pragmatic sources, 6) Perceptions of the impact of SA on L2
pragmatic development, 7) Useful personal techniques in pragmatic development, 8)
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Pragmatic development and living arrangements. In the following subsections,
discussion of the findings in relation to each of the eight themes is provided, and
salient excerpts illustrating the students’ acquisitional and developmental pragmatic
pathways have been included. The quotations and examples chosen best depict and
clarify the emerging themes.
Late awareness of pragmatics existence. Seven (87.5%) out of the eight
participants reported that when started their English learning journey in the United
States, they did not realize that the pragmatics of language ever exists and that
grammar and vocabulary were what they needed the most to guarantee successful
communication. Sami, for example, believed that learning as many vocabulary words
as he could was enough to achieve fluency in speaking. He was shocked with his
language limited ability when he first arrived in the United States. Therefore, he was
concerned about how to speak English fluently without grammatical mistakes. One
way to achieve this was through “beside memorizing English words, I started
memorizing full sentences.” He realized, afterwards, that the sentences he memorized
did not usually fit in all contextual situations; there is more than just grasping
grammatical forms and vocabulary of the English language. He described, “English is
not only about a few words and you just put them together. They [native speakers of
English] have a culture!” He added, “In order to understand the language, we must
understand the culture.” Salem stated, “I focused on speaking for the most part, and a
little bit disregarded the other skills, which was a major problem eventually.”
Other participants such as Abeer, Hussain, and Huda reported that when they
started learning English in the U.S., they also focused mainly on vocabulary and/or
grammar. Abeer, for example, stated, “All I had in my mind was memorizing as many
vocabulary words as I can.” She explained that she thought this method would be
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enough to lead to full language improvement. She, further, mentioned, “many
difficulties that I have experienced, I thought, were because of not pronouncing words
correctly or not using correct grammar. Later, I found out that each situation has its
unique appropriate language.” Hussain, in the similar vein, indicated, “I started
looking for about vocabulary. This was the first step, just to concentrate on reading
skill.” But, it was not until he was in the intermediate level of an intensive English
program when he felt “there is something beyond what I’m learning actually.” He
talked about how he reshaped his sense of learning English in a larger scope and in
pragmatics in particular. He pointed out, “The pragmatics is something new in my
learning of English.” Huda’s English learning style when she first came to the U.S.
was a combination of both grammar and vocabulary. In her words, she said,
“Actually, I focused on vocabulary and grammar, but the most thing was on
grammar…. because I tried to be accurate as it will help me in academic things like
writing and speaking.” In regard to pragmatic inclusion, she told, “I didn’t realize
that; it came with time, actually.”
Faisal indicated that because of his high competency of English when he first
came to the U.S., much of the language development he needed was in writing skills
in specific. He stated, “I took the TOEFL in Saudi Arabia and the lowest score I got
was in writing. That’s why I felt I needed to develop my writing skills.” He believed
that he learned a lot about English but not how to use English pragmatically and
appropriately. He further discussed his realization of how language is performed
rather than spoken and said:
It was until I started my MA program. In my academic program, I had about
15 native speakers in each class, many of whom used to speak indirectly, give
jokes, and use colloquial language. This is somehow different from what I
have in my own native language.
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One factor that might justify why the participants focused primarily on
grammar and vocabulary as the two most important aspects of English is the way
English has been taught in Saudi Arabia and how the participants used to learn
English. In a typical class in Saudi Arabia, English teaching still follows the
grammar translation and audio-lingual methods (Al-Seghayer, 2011). Learning
English in the Saudi context is primarily based on vocabulary drills and grammar
presentations whereas no attention is given to teaching cultural awareness (Fageeh,
2011). The assessment of Saudi English L2 learners is mainly based on their final
grades in grammar-oriented English exams (Ben Duhaish, 2014).
However, Sarah was the only one (12.5%) who reported having realized about
learning pragmatics as part of L2 learning prior to coming to the United States. She
pointed out, “I guess I started realizing that when I first started working in Saudi
Arabia where I had many non-native speakers of Arabic.” She shared her experience
and said, “Actually, I started learning about some of the phrases and what is
appropriate to say or what is the exact way I should use when I was working in Saudi
Arabia. I worked for almost three years in a food company. Some of my colleagues
were from India or Philippine.” She recalled an incident that introduced her to the
notions of culture and pragmatics and made her keep in mind the application of
language on its surrounding context. She reported, “The temperature in the lab was a
little bit high for me. I wanted to check if it’s ok to decrease the temperature. I said to
my co-worker, “I’m hot!” He laughed and replied, “You are supposed to say, ‘I feel
hot’, not ‘I am hot.’.”
The interview data showed that the participants in a SA context proceeded
through logical, systematic stages of pragmatic acquisition and development. The first
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stage in the process of the acquisition and development of pragmatic competence is
Go with what you have!
Go with what you have!. A number of participants reported that when they
first came to the United Stated, they, as L2 speakers, possessed
minimum communicative competence. For example, Faisal stated, “I knew that there
are many common things that can be applicable to many languages, such as starting a
conversation with saying hi and ending with bye.” Similarly, Sarah reported, “I
already know that, for example, if someone does a favor for me I should thank him.”
Huda said, “I need to be polite; we were raised to be polite and all cultures have that.”
In respect to this, Kasper (1997) argued:
Some pragmatic knowledge is universal, and other aspects may be
successfully transferred from the learners' L1. To start with the pragmatic
universals, learners know that conversations follow particular organizational
principles - participants have to take turns at talk, and conversations and other
speech events have specific internal structures. Learners know that pragmatic
intent can be indirectly conveyed, and they can use context information and
various knowledge sources to understand indirectly conveyed meaning (p.
n.d.).
Accordingly, as reported by many participants, Sami subconsciously
transferred the L1 pragmatics into L2. He stated, “I applied the knowledge I possess
in Arabic in English.” As mentioned in Chapter two, if the pragmatic forms and
strategies of the L1 match those of L2 allowing L1 pragmatic knowledge to be
transferred to the L2 then it is a positive transfer. This was strengthened by properties
and occurrences of English that they observed to be equivalent in Arabic. For
instance, Hussain was “surprised that people here say, ‘Bless you’ when someone
sneezes. ‘Bless you’ is the same [in meaning] as ‘Alhamdulilah’ [Praise to be to
God].” Salem also found people express astonishment by saying, ‘Oh my God’ which
is similar to what Saudis say, “Ya Allah.” For the participants, these successful
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experiences formed a sense of overgeneralization of the transfer of L1 pragmatic
aspects. Schauer (2009, p. 13) wrote, “members of a particular culture tend not to
think of these rules as being culture specific but often assume that these rules will be
universally applicable.” Al-Rubai’ey, (2016) stated, “the fact that the participants
transferred practices from the pragmatics of Arabic into their English use should be
expected and understandable” (p. 275-276).
The participants’ reliance of sociocultural conventions of the L1 in all
interactional encounters in all settings formed a negative transfer of the pragmatic
norms of the L1 to English. To exemplify, Huda transferred a slang expression from
Arabic language into English when she visited her professor to express to her how
difficult the exam was by saying, “It licked my mind.” In Arabic, this is an informal
phrase which usually describes something as extremely complicated or confusing.
Huda assumed that phrases that exist in her native language to achieve a certain
purpose can also be employed in a translated form in English to achieve the same
purpose.
The students reported that they, afterwards, reached to a stage in which many
encounters caused them to fall into pragmatic mistakes which made them become
aware of the considerations of speech appropriateness. Polyakov (2014) stated,
“Pragmatic rules of language use are often subconscious and even native speakers are
often unaware of their existence until they are violated” (p. 149). The following are
some of the pragmatic difficulties the students reported while living between the two
languages.
Living between the two languages. After reviewing the transcripts, the third
salient theme about the participants’ pragmatic acquisition and development in the
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United States that emerged from the participants revolved around the pragmatic
difficulties they had experienced, as will be discussed in the following sub-sections.
Requests as “imperatives” rather than “want” statements. Some of the most
common difficulties the students reported having in regard to speech acts were those
that have to do with etiquette and politeness. Some participants reported that they
used to find the use of imperatives more appropriate when requesting. Abeer, for
example, shared an incident she had when buying ice cream. She stated, “When I first
came, I wanted to get some ice cream and stepped into the cashier and said, ‘give me
one caramel ice cream!’ The cashier replied, ‘Are you from the Middle East?’ I said,
‘Yes, why?’ He said, ‘You people direct!’.” This corresponds to a claim that “Arabs
are not polite because they tend to give orders and never use the word please or thank
you as Americans do” (Taha, 2006, p. 360). The use of imperatives is one form of
direct strategies. Here, the process of using the strategies of L1 to perform a linguistic
function which is performed differently in the L2 is called pragmalinguistic transfer.
Lakoff (1973) considered overt orders–like imperatives– to be impolite as
they express the “assumption of the speaker’s superior position to the addressee,
carrying with it the right to enforce compliance, whereas with a request the decision
on the face of it is left up to the addressee” (p. 56). According to Taha (2006),
“Requests in the imperative forms are perfectly acceptable in Arabic as long as there
is something in the tone of the expression that reduces the imperative force” (p. 359).
In Arabic, beside the tone mitigation technique, there are several expressions that the
participants reported using for softening the force in requests. Salem, for example,
believed that in Arabic, praying for the interlocutor is the most common way used to
mitigate a request; it is a preface to polite requests. In one situation, he tried to soften
a request of something by saying, “I beg you” (meaning, “May God keep you alive”).
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Wrong refusing strategy. Some participants reported that they were seen as
less polite when they refused an offer. Faisal refused someone’s offer on the street by
just saying “no.” He indicated, “So when I said no, that gentleman replied, “No thank
you?” I don’t know. He did not do a favor for me to thank him for. In my opinion, I
thought it was polite. This was the first time I pay attention to saying no along with
thank you.” This was also observed in some of the participants’ responses to the
pragmatic production measure in the quantitative phase as they exclusively used flat
“No” as a strategy to refuse requests.
Sami had experienced a similar situation when he as a future resident met a
homestay family. He described, “She [daughter of the homestay family] asked me a
simple question. She said, “Do you wanna play basketball?” and I said, “No.” Then,
my uncle immediately told me, “You shouldn’t say this! You have to respond in a
very polite way.”.”
Implicature based on informal language. In regard to implicature, Sarah and
Hussain attributed most difficulties of pragmatic comprehension of inferring meaning
and inferring the meaning that they may had had to the informality used by native
speakers. Sarah said, “Usually, it’s the phrases that people use informally. I need to
understand it more. So, it will help me if I want to interact with people in informal
situations.” As Hussain described, “When it comes to slang language, I get lost.” In
the United States, Saudi students may have trouble understanding slang, humor,
colloquialisms, and jokes in daily interactions in order to function in everyday life
(Al-Shehry, 1989).
Non-verbal communication. Another pragmatic feature causing
miscommunication that emerged in the data was about the participants’ non-verbal
communication. For instance, Hussain believed that American culture has a unique
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use and a different meaning of finger pointing. It is evaluated differently between the
Saudi and American cultures. Hussain’s use of finger pointing was expressed with
like this:
American people don’t like a person to point to them with his finger. One day,
I was in my ESL institution and was talking to someone. I pointed my finger
while talking to him. That person got angry and his face turned red. He said to
me, “Where are you from?” I said, “I’m from Saudi Arabia.” He also asked
me about how long I have been here and I said, “Just two months.” The man
said, “You know, my friend, this [finger pointing in people’s face] is not good
in our culture’. Now, I realize that people here use this behavior when they
fight as a sign of threatening before the fight starts.
One reasonable explanation for experiencing unsuccessful pragmatic
encounters is that “they were living in a stage where they were speaking in one
language and thinking in another” (Ben Duhaish, 2014, p. 200). As they encounter
pragmatic failure incidents and frequently violate many of the social conventions of
the U.S., they come to understand that the translated forms and strategies of Arabic
may not be successful in English to achieve the same purpose. Hussain stated, “If I
copy what I have in Saudi and paste it in English, it will not work in all cases.” Huda
realized, “If I use Arabic one, it doesn’t work. People don’t understand….we need to
learn it” and Shaii confirmed, “In Saudi, we tend to say things don’t exactly mean the
same.”
More importantly, what if being short in the sociocultural knowledge or those
pragmatics of L1 cannot be transferred into L2? Although the quantitative
investigation, the phase one, focused mainly on the four pragmatic aspects––requests,
refusals, apologies and implicature––several other pragmatic features have been
reported by the participants in the qualitative investigation to have difficulty
producing or perceiving appropriately. In this regard, Salem believed that students
who are L2 learners may not know all the pragmatics of English; instead, they
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become familiar only with whatever pragmatics they need and whatever frequently
they encounter. In other words, their pragmatic acquisition is largely driven by what
they pay attention to and become aware of English input. Salem indicated, “Maybe I
will not know, like, I will not know everything, because there are things that we don’t
go to as [non-native English speaking] students.” Faisal supported this idea and stated
that his L2 pragmatics “develop over time.” Schmidt (2010) claimed, “People learn
about the things that they pay attention to and do not learn much about the things they
do not attend to” (p. 27). The interviews showed that the participants creatively build
on their pragmatic competence as they encounter new functions in meaningful
contexts. The following sub-sections introduce the most pragmatic functions shared
as new by the participants.
New pragmatics of English. One of the pragmatic aspects that several
participants shared centered around the difficulties of expressing condolences. Five
(62.5%) of the eight participants addressed difficulties they had experienced when
expressing condolences in English. Sarah captured the essence of the theme when she
described, “When one of my friend’s father died, I knew that I needed to say
something supportive. Just in my mind, I felt it’s awkward and it’s not enough.”
Salem had a similar experience with his teacher when her grandmother died. He
shared a moment when he tried to express sympathy for her and said:
I was trying, you know, to be sympathetic, and tried to say to her, like, “oh
I’m sorry,” but I didn’t know what to do. At the beginning, I told her
something irrelevant, and she was like “what are you trying to say?” So, I just
told her, “I really don’t know how to make you feel less sad”. In this situation,
I didn’t feel comfortable overall!
However, three other participants (37.5%) were asked about whether they
already know how to offer condolences and what to say to express sympathy in such
occasion. According to them, they had never been in such a situation. In a reply to
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this inquiry, Sami stated, “I don’t know to be honest. Maybe because I haven’t been
in such position.” Accordingly, they were not familiar with the pragmatically most
appropriate way of expressing condolences. However, when the participants
encountered a new pragmatic aspect that they had never come across before, they did
a “pragmatic check” in which they attempted to perform as pragmatic competent
users although they knew that they were uncertain about their pragmatic success in a
particular situation, as the case in following story.
Praising and giving compliment in English. Salem recalled a story of
praising a child. He stated, “There was a little girl. She waved to me and I waved
back. Then, her mom looked at me and smiled. I said, “May Allah reserve her for
you,” because, you know, in our culture, we used to say those words, but here they
are not acceptable.” He further explained, “I was hesitant to use this statement, but it
was the only one in my mind and wanted try it; it may work.”
Six participants reported that they in some point found themselves less
expressive, because they lacked the appropriate thing to say in a time where applying
what they already have in Arabic would not work. Five participants (62.5%)
attributed their lack of sociocultural appropriate expressions in English to the idea
that the Arabic equivalence of many expressions are basically religion-based. Salem
stated, “Our language and our way of talking is somehow related to religion.”
Similarly, Hussain emphasized, “Many of the things we have in Arabic stem from our
religion,” and Shaii believed, “Above 80% of the occasions we say, like, many
occasions [in Arabic] are religion somehow.” As a result, Abeer and Hussain reported
that they would end up overusing some polite markers such as “please.” Abeer said,
“When I don’t find a translated version of Arabic in English when, for example,
trying to convince someone, I say, “please! Please! Please!”.”
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Avoidance was a strategy used by some participants to prevent any pragmatic
failure. Hussain, during the beginning of his SA journey, he used to avoid sneezing in
public. He explained, “I tried not to sneeze on the bus, because people will say “Bless
you” and I will be silent because I don’t know what to respond.” However, pragmatic
avoidance did not seem appropriate to participants like Sarah. Instead, she used a
pragmatically appropriate expression from a third language (L3), although she was
not multilingual. She said:
If I invite someone to eat in my apartment, for example, my international
friends, in Arabic, I can say “Hayakom Allah! [welcome] or “Bil ’afia” [enjoy
the meal], for them to start eating or something like that. But, I couldn’t find
words in English or sentences reflect the same meaning. Therefore, I used
‘buona petito’ which, I think, a French word. In my mind, I still think it’s not
enough; it doesn’t reflect the same feeling and the same thought that I want
them to understand
She added, “I laughed about it and told them that because I didn’t know the right
word in that context I used buona petito.”
Given that the participants in this study encountered challenges and new
experiences in their pragmatic acquisition and development in the United States, it
was important to understand the ways in which they gained new L2 pragmatic aspects
in SA. What emerged in the data was that pragmatic knowledge is learned through the
following ways: explicit pragmatic teaching, feedback from competent users on
pragmatic behavior, and observation of models.
How is new pragmatic knowledge learned?
1. Explicit pragmatic teaching. For the participants, one way of adding more
to their pragmatic knowledge is through explicit teaching. Salem recalled on teaching
pragmatic in one English program that he attended. He stated, “One of my ESL
[English as a second language] classes used to teach us how to speak politely and how
say something in the right way, because different cultures have different ways of
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saying things.” Faisal indicated that he learned from his ESL oral class “how to
respond politely when debating with another person.” This way, he became informed
with issues of cultural disagreements, which include politeness, appropriateness, and
speech act strategies in communication. Huda found an academic class she took to be
helpful in understanding “and how to use wisdoms and metaphors in English.”
Moreover, six participants reported that they have acquired L2 pragmatic knowledge
during the socialization process in the SA environment. Shaii, in this regard, said, “I
guess the best thing to do is to go out there and speak to someone.” Within the theme
of pragmatic socialization, two salient ideas emerged: 1) explicit socialization and 2)
implicit socialization.
2. Explicit pragmatic socialization. Some participants such as Sami, Shaii,
and Abeer described one way of acquiring new pragmatic is through feedback from
competent users on pragmatic behavior. For instance, Sami had come across many
awkward situations in which he lacked the appropriate way of saying something. He
shared one way he used to address such issue and stated, “If it’s with my roommate or
my close friend, I actually ask him directly. If this happens with a stranger, I would
look for the right thing to say later.”
Similarly, Abeer described a situation in which she needed to talk to one of
her professors who was chatting with another professor at a luncheon party. She was
in a hurry and did not know how to interrupt politely. She said, “I was concerned
about being perceived to be impolite if I interrupt. But I took this as an advantage to
just say hi to them and tell them that I have been trying to interrupt and asked about
the polite way to do so.” It appears that this is what Huda also used to do. In regard to
inferring meaning, she reported, “When people say something and I don’t understand
it, I ask them about it and they tell me, especially the ones who realize that English is
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my second language.” Explicit socialization is the process used when social and
linguistic norms shared by members of society are taught overtly and that direct
feedback and correction are given to L2 learners’ inappropriate pragmatic use.
Explicit socialization occurs when a more competent member of the community
directly tells an L2 novice learner how and when to speak in specific contexts and
gives explanations when events and activities happen.
3. Implicit pragmatic socialization. Sarah used to observe peoples’ language
for the purpose of detecting their way of talking. She indicated that “Observing what
others are saying or and maybe try to do the same in different situations” was helpful.
It seems that the participants also elicited sociocultural norms through observing
parent-child interaction. Faisal discussed how he analyzed the pragmatic knowledge
he noticed with his friends. He recalled one experience and stated,
Many times I share what I notice with my friends. One day, me and two of my
friends were in Starbucks. There was a little girl wanting to toss something in
the trash can at the same time I was opening the lid to throw something. When
she turned her back without saying thank you, her mom said, ‘what’s that
magic word?’ The girl came back and thanked me. Then, I talked about the
polite way of the mom when asking the little girl by asking her in an indirect
way and behave politely.
In the process of converting the target language input into intake, noticing is
necessary and understanding is facilitative (Schmidt, 2010). Input does not become
intake for language learning unless it is noticed, that is, consciously registered
(Schmidt, 1990, 2001). Li, et al (2015) wrote, “When L2 learners are acquiring
pragmatic knowledge, they should consciously allocate their attention to and make
efforts to understand the linguistic forms, pragmalinguistic functions and
sociopragmatic constraints of the target language (p. 103). This is in line with the two
types of pragmatic socialization (i.e., explicit and implicit) that Ochs (1986, 1990)
argued and corresponds to the term “analysis of knowledge” which refers to the way
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of “making explicit, or analyzing, a learner’s implicit knowledge of a domain”
(Bialystok, 1993, p. 48).
Pragmatic adaptation and resistance. Another theme that emerged from a
number of participants revolved around accepting and adapting or resisting to the new
pragmatics. Some participants reported that, in order to learn English and perform as
high competent users, they needed to accept and adapt all the new pragmatics of
English. Sami said, “I try to embrace myself in the community, by their language and
view things by their perspectives. I don’t say things by my view and my
perspectives.”
Other participants reported that their adaptation and resistance to the new
pragmatics is determined and constituted by their personalities and their identity. The
effect of participants’ identities on their pragmatics choices in English was an issue
for some participants. For instance, Faisal was worried about his identity construction
if he adapts to some of the English pragmatics. He expressed his concerns to be seen
as gay in the Saudis’ eyes if he produces some interjections and intonation of English
(e.g. Wow! Oops!) the way native speakers do it. He indicated, “Some [Saudi] people
would judge me as not a straight person, but, anyway, I don’t care since I know this is
how English is said.” Accordingly, some Saudi language learner may not use their
personal style in interaction with or in front of other Saudis whom they are socialized
with, since they share the same habitus of the participants as Saudis, Muslims, and
Arabs. This is just to avoid being predisposed to understand and accept the
participants’ style of speaking in English.
Huda reported that she does not like swear words and curse words. She stated,
“I don’t like people who use that, even classmates.” She believed that those words
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may make her look less feminine; she is a girl and “those words maybe used by boys
but not by girls. We [girls] try to be more polite and more cute.”
Faisal explained that a one’s choices, style and interactions would change over
time as he or she goes through different personal experiences. This was supported by
Kasper and Rose (2002) who stated:
Many aspects of pragmatics are inseparable not only from sociocultural
practices and values but also from personal views, preferences, and style,
which in turn may be related to learners' societal position and experience (p.
275)
The six theme that emerged in the interviews revolved around the sources the
participants found helpful in gaining and developing their L2 pragmatics during SA,
which is related to Research Question #4. The participants identified a number of
sources for English pragmatic in the SA context. The first source of sociocultural
knowledge that the participant made reference to in the interviews was native
speakers. Sarah’s and Faisal’s responses when they discussed their implicit pragmatic
socialization earlier also highlighted native speakers as a main source for their
pragmatic gains. Likewise, Shaii who had worked in a hospital, as required in his
residency program, claimed that the doctors, patients, or nurses who he often interacts
with “speak English as their first language.”
Non-native speakers as experts were another source of input. Sarah learned a
lot from her husband who was more competent than her as he was an English major.
She indicated, “He was much better than me…. so, usually he helped me a lot.” She
recalled their experience of learning English and mentioned that her husband’s help
was not limited to basic things such as the meaning of words, but the socio-pragmatic
appropriateness of the use of language and how to deliver intended meaning in a
given context. She said, “If I have a question, sometime, I go to him and ask him
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about it, for example, the meaning of vocabulary, am I using the right word, does it
really mean the same thing that I want to say or no.” Thus, he was a facilitator, and
his role was to bring balance and explain the vague or unfamiliar cultural concepts to
her. Abeer’s brother was also of big help to her pragmatic development. She believed
that “when he speaks with people, I try to mimic his way of talking and addressing
others.”
Not only “American” native speakers, Hussain reported that he considers his
bilingual children as experts. He indicated, “My children usually speak English with
me and whenever I say something incorrectly, they try to correct me. They are native
speakers. And, sometimes, I ask them about things related, for example, to daily
routine.”
Within the theme of primary sources of pragmatics, salient ideas about
different channels through which the subjects utilized to develop their L2 pragmatics
emerged. This includes: (a) movies and TV shows, (b) Internet search engines, and
(c) social media. In respect to movies and TV shows specifically, Sarah, Abeer,
Hussain, and Shaii shared their experiences. Sarah indicated, “Basically, I learned a
lot by watching movies and TV shows. So, I became familiar with most of the
appropriate ways and many phrases in general life from Television basically.” She
gave an example of an informal expression called “rain check” which she described,
was “one of the newest phrases I earned” recently from a TV show. Abeer expressed
similar experience. She reported that she pragmatically benefited a lot from a
television series aimed for children called Caillou. She said, “I believe Caillou is good
because it has simple language and looks like the real world. Especially that little kid
was acting as a learner and his mom for example teaches him many things like
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meaning of statements.” Shaii asserted, “especially for those who are shy, movies
might be good.”
Some participants such as Salem and Faisal indicated how on-line channels
and digital learning created more pathways to their pragmatic development. In
particular, they reported that they used Internet search engines such as Google to
search for the sociolinguistic knowledge needed to communicate with others
appropriately. Salem stated, “If I wanna say something and I don’t know how to say, I
google it.” Moreover, Faisal’s use of social media had a role in developing his L2
pragmatics. Particularly, he used to follow certain Snapchat users. He described, “I
don’t use Snapchat a lot but several people I follow are helpful. They are native
speakers.”
All these input sources were found to broaden the horizon of the participants
and make them familiar with the pragmatics of English. Since many of the pragmatic
sources shared by the participants are mostly properties that are available for any
language learner, whether living in the country of the native language or not, the
following question was needed to be asked: Will SA in the native country actually
leads to pragmatic gains? Thus, another theme that emerged for many of the
participants was the idea of whether there is any benefit of SA context exists on the
development of pragmatic competence. The next section discusses students’
responses in regard to this theme which responds to research question #5: What
perceptions do Saudi L2 learners report having about the impact of SA on Saudi
English L2 learners’ pragmatic acquisition and development?
Perceptions of the impact of SA on L2 pragmatic development. In the
interviews, the participants gave in-depth responses about their perceptions of SA in
the native country in regard to developing pragmatic competence when they were
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asked about whether there is any pragmatic benefit exists by studying and living in
the United States. Faisal captured the essence of the participants’ views about the
impact of SA on pragmatic acquisition and development. He stated, “There is a big
part of the language that cannot be easily learned unless a one lives in the country of
the native language.” Shaii had the same view, he considered living in the native
country to be ideal not only in terms of pragmatic learning but in language learning in
general.
While the majority of the participants reported positive attitudes about the
effectiveness of their stay in the United States on pragmatic development, Sarah was
the only participant (12.5%) who had a different position on the matter. She reported
having neither negative nor positive perceptions about the effectiveness of SA on
pragmatic development. Sarah believed that the effectiveness of SA context is tied
mainly to one affective factor: the frequency of interacting in English. She stated, “I
believe interaction is the key. If I didn’t interact with people here, I would have never
learned some of the phrases, sentences or even words and how to use them in the
correct context.” Although Sarah reported that living in the United States did help her
to develop English pragmatics, she had come to understand that she had gained
pragmatics not because of simply living in the native country; According to her, “It’s
not about living in the U.S. I think. In my opinion, whenever you surround yourself
with a group of people whom you should interact with them in English. She further
explained, “You might be working in Saudi Arabia but your colleagues are from all
the world.” These findings of the benefit of SA context on pragmatic competence
were supported by Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei (1998).
Useful techniques in pragmatic development. Certain personal pragmatic
success strategies were reported by some participants to have had primarily motivated
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them and helped them to succeed. The most salient personal strategies that emerged
were (a) mimicking native speakers and (b) conversation pre-planning. For instance,
Sami expressed that one pragmatic success strategy he had utilized was “recording
conversations taking place between him and native speakers for analysis.” Sami
stated, “Every time we [friends and I] sit together, in Starbucks usually, we have
Starbucks nearby, I record our conversation. Then, when I go home, I listen to the
recording to see the way native speakers speak and compare it with my own way of
talking.” Sami found this technique to be useful as it made him detect pragmatic
interaction structures and speech act strategies that resolved problems of
misunderstanding encountered in future social settings.
Conversation planning ahead was another strategy. Some participants such as
Sarah and Huda reported that their success of pragmatic production may be
performed or occurred as a result of pre-planning. Sarah said:
When I have a meeting with my advisor, I keep in my mind chunks of what I
would say; I will request this and I will say this. The exact dialogue I usually
think about it like an hour of half an hour before. But, usually with general
situations like if I want to, for example, order something from Starbucks, no
usually I would think about it just right before I order.
Huda followed the same strategy, but with people who have high power such
as her professors. She stated, “When I’m going to talk with my professor, I need to
think about it before, because, you know, I need to be more polite. But, when I talk
with my classmates in daily situations, it’s easy; it comes normal.” Heyn (2013)
justified, “It may be confusing for Saudi Arabian students to think in English in some
areas, but then to think in Arabic for other purposes” (p. 28).
One noticeable feature across all the majority of the participants in phase two
is that 75% reported that they live with their families in off-campus lodgings.
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However, some of them had experienced living in other types of lodging shared with
native speakers before.
Living Arrangements. On a question that elicited information from
participants about their actual experiences with living with American people and the
effect of those experiences on their pragmatic development, most of the experiences
that the students shared were related to two types of lodgings: homestay and oncampus dormitories. Overall, the most overarching type of perceptions about the
effect of living in these two accommodations on pragmatic development emerged
from the transcripts was negative. The emerging negative perceptions emerging
included ideas such as not having much interaction and learning slang language.
Homestay lodging. Among all the eight participants interviewed in this study,
four students (50%) stated that they had lived in a homestay before. All of the four
participants (%100) had negative perceptions about living with a homestay family in
the United States in respect to not only pragmatic gains but language development in
general. The negative perceptions were reported by Huda, Hussain, and Faisal. Huda
experienced this firsthand. She had lived in a homestay for two months, but
unfortunately, her experience was not pleasant at all. She indicated that she decided to
live with a host family because she needed “a place where I find to be safer than
living alone.” She reported that the homestay family “are always busy.” According to
her, the biggest incentive for homestay is this: “It just makes you save some money.”
Consistent with this, Hussain had stayed with a homestay family for about two
months. He believed that “I barely see my homestay mom.” Likewise, Faisal
described the two-month period he stayed with a host family and said, “Living in that
homestay was the worst experience I have ever had.” He explained, “I literally lived
by myself because the parent doesn’t come home until 10 p.m. They stay in their
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daughter’s house next door.” Apparently, a homestay did not provide as many
opportunities to develop pragmatics as the students had expected. Pragmatically
speaking, the participants’ interviews revealed that the participant who had homestay
lodging did not have advantage over those who did not have homestay lodging. These
findings appear to support the findings of Wilkinson (1998) and Tanaka (2007) which
found their participants to have very limited interactions with their host families.
Dormitory. The participants reported other accommodation types they had
used in the U.S. Two participants reported that they had lived in on-campus
dormitories. Hussain, for example, had lived for four months in an on-campus
dormitory. He stated, “During my four-month stay, and we visited some places and
some people. And he [my roommate] gave me what I can say that is related to table
manners and visiting manners.” Hussain believed that “all of these practices, I have
acquired them already before coming to the U.S.” Hussain, additionally, reported that
his negative perception towards living in on-campus dormitories concerned learning
slang language rather than academic or formal language, which, according to him,
most international students would not probably need the most. He explained, “Slang
language may help me interact more with people, but not in academic language.”
Salem, however, had a different experience. He described, “There’s no doubt that
living with a native speaker is very helpful. My roommate helped me a lot in saying
the right thing and avoid being rude.”
The unpleasant experiences that Saudi students who had lived with an
Americans host family or in in-campus dormitories reported having can be considered
as a possible and reasonable explanation of why the majority of the participants
(83%) in phase one were living either by themselves, with their families, or with other
Saudi friends. More specifically, Saudis, as a part of their culture, place a high value
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for family. The culture in Saudi Arabia is “collectivist and great importance is placed
on the needs, attitudes, and objectives of the family rather than on the individual,
which is in contrast to individualistic societies like the United States, where personal
goals are emphasized more than family goals” (Heyn, 2013, p. 24).
Summary of the Phase Two Results
Addressing the research questions posed earlier in the chapter, this section
highlighted that almost all the participants were unaware of the existence of
pragmatic rules that are specific to English as they did not include them in their
English language learning when they first came to study in the United States.
Alternatively, they dealt with their L1 pragmatics and communicative competence as
universal rules that can be applied into other languages, and all they need to make
them successful was a translated version of their rules which require them both
vocabulary and grammatical knowledge. Applying L1 pragmatics created a negative
transfer in situations such as requesting politely in which wrong strategy was used
and thus L2 pragmatic were violated. Consequently, such awkward situations made
them start realizing that there are sociocultural rules specific to English. In other
situations that they may have never encountered before, such as expressing
condolence, which they did not find what they have in Arabic to be transferable into
English, they would do a “pragmatic check.” This pragmatic check may result in the
overuse of polite markers such as “please”, avoidance, or borrowing from another
language until they were exposed to one of the following: explicit pragmatic teaching,
feedback, observation of native speakers or non-native speaker. Then, the new
pragmatic rules are subject to acceptance and adaptation or rejection. The participants
related their pragmatic choices for performing pragmatically well in English to two
emergent variables: identity and individual preference. In conclusion, living in the
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native country was found to be a pragmatic benefit of studying in the United States
for the participants in this study, but being immersed in the English language in
everyday life was a requirement.
Summary of the Chapter
This chapter encompassed two main sections: quantitative results and
qualitative results. The first section presented the results of analyses of data collected
during phase one of the study. In this phase, the data were collected by three
pragmatic measures that assessed 70 participants’ productive and receptive pragmatic
skills. Requests, refusals, and apologies were the three speech acts, along with
implicature, selected in this study for the investigation of the L2 learners’ pragmatic
competence in SA.
The second section of the chapter presented the results of analyses of data
collected from phase two of the study. In this phase, the data were collected by semistructured interviews with eight Saudi adult college students in the United States. The
analyses of data yielded eight themes: 1) late awareness of pragmatic existence, 2) Go
with what you have!, 3) living between the two languages, 4) how is new pragmatic
knowledge learned?, 5) pragmatic sources, 6) perceptions of the impact of SA on L2
pragmatic development, 7) useful personal techniques in pragmatic development, and
8) pragmatic development and living arrangements.
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Chapter Six
Summary and Conclusion
Introduction
This chapter encapsulates four main sections that lead to the end of the
research study. First, it begins with a summary of the study and discusses its key
findings. Next, it introduces several implications for language teachers and
stakeholders such as SACM. The final section presents limitations of the study and
provides recommendations and directions for future research to conclude the
discussion in this chapter.
Summary of the Study and its Main Findings
This study investigated the development of pragmatic competence among
Saudi second language learners of English during their SA experiences in the United
States. The main areas of investigation in this study are these: 1) assessing three
aspects of pragmatic competence ––pragmatic appropriateness judgment
“perception”, production, and comprehension; and 2) exploring the pragmatic
developmental pathways student take while studying abroad in the United States.
These two objectives were addressed using an explanatory sequential mixed
methods design encompassing two phases: quantitative and qualitative, with more
emphasis given to the qualitative approach. Phase one investigated the current level of
Saudi L2 learners’ pragmatic competence in terms of their awareness, production and
comprehension, and 70 Saudi students completed three pragmatic measures: DCTS,
WDCT and ILT. Phase two involved semi-structured interviews with eight Saudi
adult students in the United States who were selected among all the participants from
phase one, based on their responses and high scores in the three measures.
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Results of phase one revealed that the Saudi L2 learners’ current level of
pragmatic competence was relatively high (mean=70.21%), yet, needs to be promoted
more. Descriptive statistics of the mean, standard deviation, and percentage revealed
that Saudi L2 learners were relatively competent in identifying, producing, and
understanding appropriate language in contexts. The participants performed similarly
in all the three instruments. Their pragmatic awareness and production did not differ
significantly by imposition degree but it did by speech acts. In terms of awareness,
Saudi L2 learners performed the best in determining appropriateness of refusals
whereas request was the speech act produced most appropriately by the participants.
Correlation and linear regression analyses showed that gender, interaction in
English and English proficiency level were significantly associated with the overall
tests results. In regard to gender, Saudi women in the current study performed better
than men in the pragmatic measures. Moreover, the participants who scored the
highest in the three pragmatic measures were those who had much interaction in
English, and subjects with high English proficiency level, as determined by IELTS
scores, obtained high scores and demonstrated high pragmatic competence.
Results of phase two revealed that almost all the interviewees appear to have
neglected including L2 pragmatics when they started learning English in the United
States as they were unware of having such a component of language. Hence, they
focused more on other aspects with most attention given to English grammar and
vocabulary. Saudi L2 learners, or probably any language learners, need to have a
broader focus in their language learning, including, beside grammar structure and
vocabulary accuracy, the considerations of speech appropriateness and the different
cultural issues. Having basic communicative knowledge such as greeting, thanking, or
being polite, Saudi L2 learners considered the L1 pragmatics they possessed already
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as rules that can be applied universally in all languages. They believed that all it takes
to apply pragmatic rules successfully in English was a translated version of their
rules.
For the participants, English pragmatic rules were subconscious as the learners
were unaware of their existence until they encountered awkward situations in which
these rules were violated. Then, they started realizing that the translated forms and the
transferred strategies of Arabic may not be successful in English to achieve the same
purpose. In some situations, such as expressing condolence, which they did not find
what they have in Arabic to be transferable into English, they would do a “pragmatic
check.” This pragmatic check may result in the overuse of polite markers such as
“please,” avoidance, or borrowing from another language until they became data
gatherers by one of the following: explicit pragmatic teaching, feedback, observation
of native speakers or non-native speaker. Then, the new pragmatic rules are subject to
acceptance and adaptation or rejection.
The interview data also demonstrated that the participants related their
pragmatic choices for performing pragmatically well in English to two emergent
variables: identity and individual preference. In conclusion, living in the native
country was found to be a pragmatic benefit of studying in the United States for the
participants in this study, but being immersed in the English language in everyday life
was a requirement. The following three sections provide 1) implications for language
teachers and for SACM, 2) limitations of the study, and finally 3) directions for future
research.
Implications
This section suggests some implications for language teachers and for
stakeholders such as SACM.
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For language teachers. First, the qualitative findings suggested that advanced
learners develop pragmatic awareness in interactions outside of the classroom in their
everyday lives. Teachers can facilitate this process by directing students to pay
attention to pragmatic differences and their own pragmatic learning through the use of
language learning diaries, voice recordings of interactions, and/or online research.
Second, the teachability of pragmatics is more noticed now than before. However,
language teachers need to ensure that students have ample opportunities to practice
through increased exposure to authentic materials that involve interaction. Finally,
language teachers need to educate students to learn pragmatics and help them become
familiar with a range of L2 pragmatic devices that can integrate themselves into the
environments of the native language and interact with people appropriately.
For SACM. In order to achieve the goals of studying abroad, pre-departure
orientations are needed. SACM, for instance, can offer designed lectures on
pragmatics for prospective Saudi students who hope to grasp a great deal of pragmatic
knowledge and learn effective ways of acquiring pragmatics. This should help
students to understand the basic pragmatic theories and take advantage of living in the
native country to develop pragmatic competence. The understanding of pragmatic
aspects along with how to acquire and develop them during their SA stay can make
students consciously use correct and appropriate pragmatic rules and develop
pragmatic competence in a SA context. In the following section, the limitation of the
study will be introduced.
Limitations of the study
No single research study is ever perfect, and this study is no exception.
Despite the strengths of the present study, four limitations need to be acknowledged.
First of all, the study merely followed a cross-sectional design and did not adopt a
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longitudinal approach in investigating the development of language learners’
pragmatic competence and the effect of SA experience. Second, as another limitation,
the sample of the phase one was relatively modest. Therefore, findings are not
generalizable to all L2 learners or all Saudi L2 learners studying in other contexts.
Nevertheless, this number of participants was suitable for the purposes of the study
and to accomplish this research in a timely manner. Third, the interview findings are
based on self-reported data; the participants relied on their memory in recalling their
past experiences of how they acquired L2 pragmatics in the native country. Another
limitation in this study is represented in focusing exclusively on verbal
communication skills when assessing the Saudi L2 learners’ pragmatic competence.
Despite the limitations of the study, it stands as useful in providing insights about
acquisitional and developmental pathways of pragmatics in a SA context.
Recommendations for Future Research
Many research avenues have come about through this study. The present study
raises six important directions that could be investigated in future research.
Recommendations for further study include the following. First, the present findings
touched on the role of social media in developing pragmatic competence. The impact
of interaction in English through social media platforms on language learners’
pragmatic acquisition and development deserves further research.
Second, some participants reported that any environment would become ideal
for pragmatic development as long as the environment offers intense interactions and
ample participation opportunities for contact with speakers of the target language–
whether native speakers or proficient non-native speakers of that language. Therefore,
for future research, it might be interesting to explore the pragmatic competence of
those who work in Saudi Arabia for hospitals, oil companies or any work
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environment that uses an L2 (i.e., ideally English) as a medium language where there
is much interactions in English.
Third, in assessing the participants’ pragmatic competence, this study focused
on four specific pragmatic aspects. Other pragmatic features such as extending
condolences and expressing sympathy emerged in the data and were reported by
many interviewees to be challenging in acquiring. Therefore, in further research, it
would be worthwhile to further examine such speech act or any other pragmatic
features that received less attention in the literature.
Additionally, in regard to implicature, this study explored the comprehension
of conversational implicatures through listening to several recordings representing
indirect meanings that vary according to context. Future research may need to attempt
investigating the pragmatic production of implicature.
Moreover, identity is another important gate through which future research
can examine L2 pragmatics to show the relationship between pragmatics and identity,
adapting a theory called ‘pragmatic identity theory’ which is rooted in a wider school
known as ‘American Pragmatism’ (Carr-Chellman & Levitan, 2016). Identity may
explain and help in understanding the acquisitional and developmental pragmatics.
Possibly, as another way, pragmatics can also be investigated to explain identity from
a pragmatic point of view.
Lastly, as this study adapted DCT, in three different forms, as an instrument
that has been widely used as a pragmatic measure, future research in which interviews
are used as a primary instrument to assess and measure naturally occurring language
could reveal interesting statistics and findings.
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Final Thoughts
Findings from this study expand research on acquisitional and developmental
pragmatics through exploring how L2 learners develop L2 pragmatics in SA context.
This research adds to the literature on both ILP and pragmatics research in relation to
the Saudi context by providing a new perspective on how Saudi L2 learners’ English
pragmatics develops. It is hoped that such research promotes better understanding of
the phenomenon of pragmatic competence, acquisition, and development.
Conclusion
In this chapter, the study’s key findings were summarized and presented.
Then, implications which are generated in this study were provided while limitations
of the study and suggestions for future research were concluded.
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APPENDIX C
Permission to Adapt Test Items

From:
Subject:
Date:
To:

Naoko Taguchi taguchi@andrew.cmu.edu
Re: Permission to adopt an instrument
5 February 2018 at 2:06 PM
Fahad Ali Alzahrani (flzhrani) flzhrani@memphis.edu

Dear Fahad,
Thank you for your interest in my work. Yes, you can adapt the test for your study as long as you cite
my paper and the source explicitly. The en=re instrument (dialogues and mul=ple choice ques=ons)
is in Appendix in my book (2012).
All the best for your disserta=on!
Naoko

From: "Fahad Ali Alzahrani (ﬂzhrani)" <ﬂzhrani@memphis.edu>
Date: Monday, February 5, 2018 at 4:18 PM
To: Naoko Taguchi <taguchi@andrew.cmu.edu>
Subject: Permission to adopt an instrument

Hello Dr. Taguchi
My name is Fahad Alzahrani, a PhD candidate in Applied Linguis=cs at the University of
Memphis. I have been inspired and fascinated by much of your work on L2 pragma=cs.
In fact, I enjoyed reading your recent co-authored book "Second Language Pragma=cs"
and currently working on wri=ng a review of it. I am ge\ng in touch to let you know
that I'm working on my disserta=on that involves the L2 learners' self-development of
pragma=cs and would like to adopt your "Pragma=c listening test" instrument from your
(2012). Context, individual diﬀerences, and pragma6c competence book. I was
wondering if I could adapt this tool for my study.
Looking forward to hearing from you soon
Thanks
Fahad Alzahrani

Ph.D student & Research Assistant
Department of English
flzhrani@memphis.edu
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APPENDIX D
Semi-structured Interview Questions
PART I: Participant’s demographic information
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Gender
Birth Year
E-mail address
Level of study and major
How do you rate your English proficiency level now?
How was your English like when you first came to the United States?
Have you taken any English standardized tests like TOEFL or IELTS? If yes, what’s
your highest score?
Yes
o TOEFL? Below 550 − between 550 to 600 − above 600
o IELTS? 4.5 - 5 - 5.5 - 6.0 - 6.5 - 7.0 - 7.5 - 8.0 or higher
No
PART II: Participant’s Educational Background

8. Have you ever lived in any English-speaking country such as Canada, Australia,
Britain… etc. before coming to the United States.? If yes, which one(s)? For how
long did you stay?
9. How long have you studied English?
10. How long have you been in the United States?
11. How long have you studied English in the United States?
12. How was your English like when you first came to the United States?
13. How do you think others viewed your language competency?
14. How do you rate your English proficiency level now?
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PART III: More in-depth Questions:
1. Have you ever encountered an awkward moment in which you didn’t know
the appropriate thing to say? What did you do to avoid this discomfort in the

SECTION1

future?
2. Have you experienced a situation where you responded or said something that
is appropriate in Saudi/Arabic but not in English/USA?
3. Before coming to the U.S., did you know how to express condolences? How
did you learn?
4. What about in sneezing situations? How did you become familiar with such
“sneeze etiquette”?
5. Have you ever encountered any situation in which you are invited into a party
that you don’t not want to go, yet, don’t know how to refuse? What did you
do?
6. Have you ever encountered any situation in which you wanted to thank a
person and yet didn’t know the right thing to say?
7. Can you recall any moment in which someone said something to you that you
perceived to be inappropriate in your L1 based on that context?

8. As you encountered some difficulties in using the appropriate thing in your

SECTION 2

conversations, did you start focusing on gaining such knowledge or just
focused on other competencies such as grammar?
9. When you first came to the U.S., what aspects of language (i.e., grammar,
vocabulary, listening, speaking…etc.) did you focus the most when
learning/studying English? How about learning the appropriate thing to say
(pragmatics)?
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SECTION 3

10. Have you ever asked a personal tutor about the appropriate thing to say?
11. What sources did you use to know about the right thing to say when
interacting with people?

12. Do you think your interactions in an English-speaking environment

SECTION 4

helped you become proficient with the language use in contexts
(pragmatic competence)? If yes, how?
13. How do you think living in a non-native speaking country may help
you develop your pragmatic competence? How?
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APPENDIX E
Informed Consent Form
Consent to Participate in a Research Study
AN INVESTIGATION OF SAUDI L2 LEARNERS’ SELF-DEVELOPMENT
OF INTERLANGUAGE PRAGMATICS
PRO-FY2018-164
Dear student,

You are being invited to take part in a research study which explores Saudi L2
learners’ self-development of Interlanguage pragmatics. Your volunteer participation
in this research study will enable you to be among Saudi students in the United States
who can help the researcher to successfully complete his research on the above-cited
topic.
I am Fahad Alzahrani, a graduate student at the University of Memphis, Department
of English,
being guided in this research by Dr. Teresa Dalle, Department of English at the
University of Memphis. There may be other people on the research team assisting at
different times during the study.
PURPOESE OF THE STUDY
The purpose of this research study is to examine the trajectories of Saudi L2 learners’
self-development of their L2 pragmatic competence. It aims at exploring how Saudi
high competent L2 learners of English acquire and develop pragmatic knowledge
outside the classroom during their stay in the American context. This study is
expected to gain insights of Saudi second language learners’ self-development of
second language pragmatics outside the classroom in the native environment.
STUDY PROCEDURES
If you agree to take part in this research study, you will be asked to complete a fiftyitem-test that consists of four sections. In all items, you will be given a situation and a
dialogue between two people. Your job in the first section is to complete the dialogue
through selecting the most appropriate statement from three choices, whereas in
section two you are asked to decide how well one of the speakers uses English in
different conversations and select the correct answer. Similarly, in section three, you
will have situations and short dialogues. Your task is to think of what you would say
in each situation and write down the last line of the dialogue in the blank. In section
four, after reading a situation and a dialogue, you will be asked what one of the
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speakers probably means, and select the best answer from the four-answer choices.
Finally, if you decide to participate in the study, you are likely to be invited by the
researcher in the next few weeks to participate in individual interviews that is based
on your willingness. The interviews, which will help better understand your
experiences with pragmatics will last for an hour. Interview questions will be
conducted in English. The interviews will be audio-recorded so that the researcher
can type out the conversations and study them to understand your second language
pragmatic self-development. All recordings of interviews will be kept in a locked
drawer which only the researcher has a key to.
If you agree to take part in this research study, you will be asked to complete the test
online through an anonymous link of the test that is designed by Qualtrics software.
This will take approximately 30 – 45 minutes. If being selected/invited by the
researcher to conduct an individual interview, you have the choice to do the interview
by the phone or via Skype. The interview will take about 60 minutes of your time. All
of data will be confidential and that the data used will be restricted to research
purposes.
VOLUNTRY PARTICIPANT/WITHDRAWAL
Taking part in this study is voluntary. You have the right to choose not to take part in
this study. You are also free to stop completing the test at any time. If you decide to
take part in the study, it should be because you really want to volunteer. You will not
lose any benefits or rights you would normally have if you choose not to volunteer.
You can stop at any time during the study and still keep the benefits and rights you
had before volunteering. If you decide to stop taking part in the study, the researcher
conducting this study will need to withdraw you from the study.
RISKS
This research is considered to be minimal risk. There are no known risks at this time to
participation. This means that the risks associated with this study are the same as what
you face every day.
BENEFIT
You will not receive any personal benefit from taking part in this study. However,
information from this study may benefit other people now or in the future.
COST
There are no costs associated with taking part in the study.
CONFIDENTIALITY
I must keep your study records as confidential as possible. However, certain people
may need to see your study records. By law, anyone who looks at your records must
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keep them completely confidential. The only people who will be allowed to see these
records are the researcher and his advisor. The test will be distributed through an
anonymous link that is the same for everyone accessing the survey and will not
change for that survey even if you pause and resume response collection multiple
times. This Qualtrics-based test is set to anonymize responses in which your personal
information such as IP address and location data will not be collected.
Most importantly, I may publish what we learn from this study. If I do so, I will not
let anyone know your name. I will not publish anything else that would let people
know who you are. All the information you provide will be kept confidential. The
researcher will have access to all the documents (if used) and information. The
researcher will share the information with the advisor if needed. In doing so, the
researcher will make sure and do his best to keep the data confidential. All the data
will be kept locked under the strict supervision of the researcher in private and
personal locker(s). The soft copies of the data will be kept in password protected
computer and drive(s).
PRIVACY WHEN INTERRVIEWED
The information you provide will be treated according to the limits provided by IRB
or any other legal system. Your possible participation in individual interviews will be
through a selected pseudonym by you. If your identity is exposed during the process
of data collection, that part of data collection will not be used in this study until
repeated with a pseudonym.
QUESTIONS AND CONCERNS
For any concerns and queries with regard to this research study, please let me know
via flzhrani@memphis.edu or contact me at 541-777-0878 or if you have questions
about your rights as a research subject, contact Beverly Jacobik, Administrator for the
Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects either via e‐mail at
irb@memphis.edu or by phone at 901‐678‐2705 or both. You can also contact Dr.
Teresa Dalle, the advisor for this study via tsdalle@memphis.edu
By signing this form, you acknowledge that you understand the nature of the study,
the potential risks to you (if any) as a participant, and the means by which your
identity will be kept confidential. Your signature on this form also indicates that you
are 18 years old or older, and that you give your permission to voluntarily serve as a
participant in the study described and to digitally record your short interview.
Thank you for volunteering and I appreciate your efforts for sparing time for this
research study.
Sincerely,
Fahad Alzahrani
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Graduate student, Applied Linguistics
The University of Memphis, TN, USA
_________________________________________
Signature of person agreeing to take part in the study

____________
Date

_________________________________________
Printed name of person agreeing to take part in the study
_________________________________________
Name of [authorized] person obtaining informed consent
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____________
Date

APPENDIX F
Recruitment Email/Facebook Post
Hello!
My name is Fahad Alzahrani, a graduate student at the University of Memphis,
Department of English, being guided in this research by Dr. Teresa Dalle, Department
of English at the University of Memphis. The reason that I am contacting you is that I
am currently seeking participants for my research study which examines the Saudi L2
learners’ self-development of their L2 pragmatic competence. My study aims at
exploring how Saudi high competent L2 learners of English acquire and develop
pragmatic knowledge outside the classroom during their stay in the American context.
If you agree to take part in this research study, you will be asked to complete a
twenty-four-item-test that consists of three sections. In all items, you will be given a
situation and a dialogue between two people. In section one, you are asked to decide
how well one of the speakers uses English in different conversations and select the
correct answer. Similarly, in section three, you will have situations and short
dialogues. Your task is to think of what you would say in each situation and write
down the last line of the dialogue in the blank. In section four, after reading a
situation and a dialogue, you will be asked what one of the speakers probably means
and select the best answer from the four-answer choices.
Finally, if you decide to participate in the study, you are likely to be invited by the
researcher in the next few weeks to participate in individual interviews that is based
on your willingness. The interviews, which will help better understand your
experiences with pragmatics will last for an hour. Interview questions will be
conducted in English. The interviews will be recorded so that the researcher can type
out the conversations and study them to understand your second language pragmatic
self-development. All recordings of interviews will be kept in a locked drawer which
only the researcher has a key to.
If you agree to take part in this research study, I will share a link that allows you to
complete the test online. This will take approximately 30 – 45 minutes. If being
selected/invited by the researcher to conduct an individual interview, you have the
choice to do the interview by the phone or via Skype. The interview will take about
60 minutes of your time.
All of data will be confidential and that the data used will be restricted to research
purposes.
If you are interested in participating, please email me at flzhrani@memphis.edu or
contact me at 541-777-0878
Sincerely,
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Fahad Alzahrani
Graduate student, Applied Linguistics
The University of Memphis, TN, USA
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APPENDIX G
Three Pragmatic Measures
Section 1: Background Information
Q1. What is your e-mail address?
Q2. What is your gender?
• Male
•

Female

Q3. What is your age?
• 18-24 years old
•

25-34 years old

•

35-44 years old

•

45-54 years old

•

55 or older

Q4. What educational level are you currently studying?
• ESL program
•

Diploma

•

Bachelor

•

Master's

•

Doctorate (e.g., Ph.D., Ed.D...etc.)

•

Professional degree (e.g., MD, DDS, DVM)

•

Fellowship/internship/residency

Q5. (If ESL program was selected), What level are you currently enrolled in?
• Beginner level
•

Intermediate level

•

Advanced level

Q6. What is your major?
Q7. Did you study English in the U.S.?
• Yes
•

No

Q8. For how long did you study English in the U.S.?
• 1-6 months
•

7-12 months

•

1-2 years

•

Over 2 years
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Q9. Overall, how long have you been living in the United States?
• 1-6 months
•

7-12 months

•

1-2 years

•

3-4 years

•

Over 4 years

Q10. How do you rate your English when you first came to the U.S.?
• Beginner
•

Elementary

•

Intermediate

•

Upper intermeduate

•

Advanced

•

Proficient

Q11. How do you rate your English NOW?
• Beginner
•

Elementary

•

Intermediate

•

Upper intermeduate

•

Advanced

•

Proficient

Q12. Have you taken any English standardized test such as TOEFL or IELTS?
• Yes
•

No

Q13. Which test is it? (please select the test you had the highest score in)
• TOEFL (IBT)
•

IELTS

•

OTHER (name it & add score)

Q14. What’s your highest score (if IELTS was selected)?
3.0 - 3.5 - 4 - 4.5 - 5 - 5.5 - 6 - 6.5 - 7 - 7.5 - 8 - 8.5 - 9
Q15. What’s your highest score (if TOEFL was selected)?
0-30

31-34

35-45

46-59 60-78 79-93 94-101 102-109 110-114
115-117 118-120
Q16. Have you lived in an English-speaking country from pre-K through 12th grade?
• Yes
• No
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Q17. Where do you now live during school year?
• Dormitory or other on-campus housing
•

Off-campus residence (house, apartment, etc.)

Q18. With whom do you live during the school year?
• No one, I live alone
•

One or more other Saudi students

•

One or more other English native speaking students

•

Family/my spouse and/or children

•

Homestay

•

Other people: who?

Q19. Is your roommate an English native speaker (If living with a roommate)?
•

yes

•

No

Q20. How frequently do you speak English with your roommate(s)?
About half the
Never
Sometimes
time Most of the time

Always

Q21. How frequently do you interact with native speakers of English?
About half the
Never
Sometimes
time Most of the time

Always

Section 2: MDCT
Directions: Imagine that the following situations take place in the United States. Read
them and choose the most appropriate response.
Situation 1: You are a first-year student and have classes with many of the same
people in every class. One day, you go to class and put the wrong folder in your bag.
You don’t have any paper to take notes on. Taking notes in this class is very
important. What do you say to a classmate in order to get some paper?
1. Do me a favor? Give me some paper.
2. Do you have some extra paper I could borrow?
3. I wish I had some nice paper like yours.
Situation 2: You are a student. A friend of yours has invited you for dinner several
times, but cancels just before you’re supposed to meet every time. You have decided
not to accept any more invitations from this friend. While you are studying in the
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library, this friend invites you to dinner for that evening. What do you say?
1. No, I can’t tonight. I have other plans.
2. Yeah, that sounds great.
3. You didn’t keep your promise before, so I’m not going to accept your
invitation.
Situation 3: You are a recent college graduate who is applying for a job at a large
corporation. The company has called you for a first interview, and at the end of the
first interview, they ask for a second interview. You are very interested in a second
interview, but you are very busy at your part-time job and can only come to
interviews very early in the morning. The interviewer only wants to make afternoon
appointments. What do you say in order to get an early morning interview?
1. I can only interview in the morning because of my other job.
2. I hate to ask this, but can you be more flexible?
3. I’m sorry to be so much trouble, but is there any possible way we could
schedule the second interview in the morning?
Situation 4: You borrowed a book from your friend, Kate. You promised to return it
today. She needs it for her presentation in class tomorrow. However, you left the book
at home. You meet her in class and she says: “By the way, did you bring my book? I
really need it for my presentation tomorrow.” What would you say to her?
1. I’m sorry, but I don’t have it with me right now.
2. I’m really sorry, but I left it at my apartment. Is there any way I can give it
to you after class?
3. I’m sorry. But why didn’t you call me before to remind me?
Situation 5: You are a student working on a group project. You have a big project
due in three days, but you haven’t started on your part of the project. You don’t
understand exactly what you’re supposed to do, and you want to ask another member
of your group for help. You know this person is a very good student who is always
prepared and finishes his assignments long before they are due. What do you say in
order to get this student to help you?
1. Bob, I’m sure you’re already done with the assignment, but I had a few
questions about my section. Do you have time to meet later today?
2. I need your help with our project. We won’t do well unless you help me.
3. Can you help me later today?
Situation 6: You are a university student. Another student who studies the same
major you do sits next to you before class begins. You do not know this student well.
This student invites you to go out to dinner for your birthday, and tells you there is a
present for you. You already have plans for your birthday with your close friends, and
prefer not to go. What do you say?
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1. Sure, that sounds great.
2. I’m sorry I already have plans with my friends. Would you like to join us?
3. No, I don’t want to.
Situation 7: You are a graduate student and didn’t type the paper you were supposed
to turn in today. You go talk to your professor and apologize for not typing it. What
would you say?
1. Sorry about that, but my paper isn’t typed.
2. I apologize for not typing my paper.
3. I hope you’ll forgive me for not typing my paper, Dr. Williams. My laptop
isn’t working and all the computer labs were full yesterday.
Situation 8: You just moved in a new neighborhood. Your neighbor sees you on the
street and invites you over for a welcome dinner on Friday evening. You’d like to go
and meet your new neighbors, but you’re afraid you won’t be able to make it because
you might be working late that day. What would you say?
1. Sure. That would be wonderful.
2. I’m awfully sorry, but I can’t come.
3. I may be busy that day. Could I let you know later this week?
Situation 9: You are a graduate student in a university program and there is another
student in some of your classes. You have met with this student outside of class a
couple of times, and know the student pretty well. Sometimes you have coffee
together at the student union coffee shop. You see this student outside your building,
and the student asks to borrow a book from you. You need to use the book this
afternoon because you have a big test tomorrow. So, what would you say?
1. I would give it to you, but I need it this afternoon to study for a test.
2. Sure, here you are.
3. I want to lend you this book, but I will use it this afternoon for my test.
How about tomorrow morning? Is that ok for you?
Section three: WDCT
Directions: In this part, you will find short dialogues. Read the situations and think of
what you would say in each situation. Then, write down the last line of the dialogue
in the blank.
MODEL:
Scenario: QUESTIONNAIRE
You go to ask your teacher to fill in a questionnaire. You knock on the office door.
You: (knock on the door)
Teacher: Yes, come in.
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You: I’m sorry, Dr. Smith, but I was wondering if you had time to fill in this
questionnaire for me.
Situation 1: SNACK BAR
You go to the snack bar to get something to eat before class.
Server: May I help you?
You:______________________________________________________
Situation 2: CLASS TRIP
The teacher asks you to help with the plans for the class trip, but you can’t do it
tonight.
Teacher: Ok, so we’ll go by bus. Who lives near the bus station? Could you check the
bus times for us on the way home tonight?
You:______________________________________________________
Situation 3: NOT READY
It is your day to give your talk in class, but you are not ready.
Teacher: Thank you Steven, that was very interesting. Now it’s your turn to give your
talk.
You:______________________________________________________

Situation 4: Borrowing a book
You have borrowed a book from your friend Ashely for a paper you are working on.
While you were using the book, you spilled coffee on it. You are meeting Ashely to
return the book.
Ashely: By the way Andrew, do you have that book I lent you?
You: Yes, thanks so much. It was really helpful. (continued) ……………….
Situation 5: INVITATION
You and Maria are friends. Maria invites you to her house but you cannot come.
Maria: Would you like to come over this afternoon?
You:______________________________________________________
Situation 6: Scenario: WORK
Your boss asks you to come in to work on your day off but you had already made
other plans.
Boss: I can count on you to come in and help me do this, right?
You:
__________________________________________________________________
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Situation 7: COFFEE SHOP
You go to the coffee shop to get your favorite drink but you are in a very big hurry
and the clerk Emily is moving very slowly.
Emily: May I help you?
You: _______________________________________________________________
Situation 8: INFORMATION
You have a job interview and you can’t find the location of the room. You stop and
ask a secretary who works there.
You: Excuse me.
Secretary: Yes, may I help you?
You: ______________________________________________________________
Situation 9:
You borrowed a book from Professor Johnson for a paper you are working on. While
you were using the book, you spilled coffee on it. You go to Professor Johnson's
office to return the book.
You: (knock on the door)
Dr. Johnson: Come in.
You: Hello.
Dr. Johnson: Hey. What can I do for you?
You: Professor Johnson, I've come to return your book. Thanks so much! It was
really helpful. (Continued)………………………………..
Situation 10: LATE ASSIGNMENT
You have turned in a project for your class late for the second time. Your teacher had
already given you one chance of forgiveness and you need to explain to him why you
deserve another chance.
Teacher: I’m not going to accept this assignment because I’ve already given you a
chance.
You:_______________________________________________________________
Section 4: ILT
Item 1
A: So what’s the plan for tonight, Mike.
B: I don’t know, Nancy. I just was. ... I went shopping with Tom and his roommate
this afternoon. They said they would come over here sometime.
A: Oh, are they?
B: So you know, if we wanna just hang out and drink, whatever.
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1. Mike doesn’t have formal plans for tonight.
2. Mike is going out tonight.
3. Mike thinks that they should go shopping tonight.
4. Mike wants something to drink.
Item 2
A: Hi Kevin, I saw your daughter today at school. She is beautiful.
B: Thanks, Mary. So do you have any children?
A: My husband has two children.
B: Did you raise them in New York? I was gonna say, is it possible?
A: It’s possible. And they were partially raised in New York.
1. Mary has no children of her own.
2. Mary has two children of her own.
3. Mary raised children in New York.
4. Mary’s husband was raised in New York.
Item 3
A: Thank you for this birthday present, Mike. It’s a really pretty sweater.
B: You’re welcome, Nancy. If it’s too big, your mother can take it.
A: Or I can wear some shirts underneath it. Let me try it on.
B: Is it too big?
A: I still got room for another ten pounds.
1. The sweater is too big for Nancy.
2. The sweater fits Nancy well.
3. Nancy has put on ten pounds recently.
4. Nancy is as big as her mother.
Item 4
A: What are you doing, Mike? You’re working hard.
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B: Hey Nancy. I’m studying for the exam, SAT. I took it once, but I do need a better
score for the college application next year.
A: What did you say your score was before?
B: Ten seventy.
A: Well, you’d only taken it once so.
1. Nancy is encouraging Mike.
2. Nancy thinks Mike’s SAT score is very good.
2. Mike applied for a college once.
3. Nancy is talking about her SAT score.
Item 5
A: Hi Mom.
B: Hi Steve. You’re still on the Internet. What’re you doing?
A: I’m reading about colleges. I wanna go to a big university in the city, maybe New
York.
B: I’ll tell you what, if you’re going to college to have a good time, one year is all
I’m paying for.
1. Mother thinks Steve won’t be serious in city.
2. Mother thinks Steve will study hard in city.
3. Steve is paying for college first year.
4. Mother likes New York.
Item 6
A: Hi Steve. What’s wrong?
B: Hi Mom. Dad and I got into another fight.
A: What happened?
B: He got upset because I said I don’t wanna get a job right after college. I’ve been
studying Japanese for years, so I wanna study abroad in Japan.
A: It sounds like he has a problem.
1. Mother likes Steve’s idea about study abroad.
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2. Mother thinks Steve should get a job after college.
3. Steve has a problem with study abroad.
4. Steve is studying German.
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